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NEW! YOUR COLUMN - RUN BY ALAIN PALLIER

In a new departure amounting to a change of policy, EG invites readers to write in about controversial or
other matters of interest. EG is delighted to announce that Alain Pallier from France will 'host' the new
correspondence column. Alain has already shown his encyclopedic knowledge of studies and sources in these
and in the pages of many other chess magazines. We have every confidence in entrusting him with this
open-ended responsibility. Alain has discretion as to which letters will be published, he may edit them, may
add comments of his own, and may declare topics closed. Letters will be printed in English. Readers should
send their contributions to the following address:

Alain Pallier
La Mouziniere
85190 La Genetouze
France

The first topic might well be the '50-move rule*.
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SPOTLIGHT

EG 119
Paul Byway offers corrections to two demolished
Troitzkies:
p.743, d8b4, A.Troitzky. Move bBc3 to al.
p.748, a2a7, A.Troitzky. Add wPc2.
The intended play remains unchanged in each
case.
No. 10114, L.Kekely."The play in fact is optimal,
and even when White has alternatives he picks the
quickest. 1 was initially misled by a property of
databases, that they count moves either to mate or
to a capture (more precisely, to a transition to a
simpler database). Here, the crucial position arises
after White's 12th move (b4b2 4001.00 e3h5d2
3/2), where the database gives a count of 5 to the
composers's 12.... Kc2 (it allows capture of bQ
after 5 moves) but 7 to 12.... Qh8 (which avoids
loss of bQ but allows mate in 7) and so regards
12.... Qh8 as the "better" move. If we look
further than the database and recognise 12... Kc2
as the better move, my criticisms collapse." (John
Beasley)

JDB article, supplement pp 784-6. "Emil Vlasak
has written to me: "Given that the testing was
done by a specially written program which has
not been independently verified, can you really
claim your study as computer-tested?*' It is a fair
comment. 1 myself have made the point elsewhere
that a computer analysis of a game should not be
regarded as definitive until it has been performed
independently by two different people and their
results have been checked against each other, but
in practice this never happens; nobody goes the
trouble of analysing a game unless he believes
himself doing original work. Here, all I can say is
that my result files are available for inspection if
anybody wants to look and that I believe they will
stand up." (John Beasley)
EG 120
No. 10176, L.Mitrofanov No solution: 1.... g5
2.b5 e3 3.Kc2 (3.Kcl g4) and now Marco Cam-
pioli points out 3.... axbS 4.d6 b4 with a draw,
eg. 5.a6+ Kxa6 6.d7 b3+.
No. 10203, N.EIkies. The line given after 1....
QgS is faulty and should read: 2.QO Bc5 3.Sd8
and wins (3.... Qe7+ 4.Kc8). "Mea culpa - the
line is OK, but I misnumbered the moves/*
(Noam Elkies).
No. 10205, P.Byway. This study gave me a
headache. Does White (in the GBR class 3011.10)

really have to put up a foolproof fortress or can
he rely on some sort of general draw once his
pieces have achieved a certain degree of coor-
dination?
The books do not contribute to our enlightenment:
Cheron gives just one position with no analysis at
all (g7e7 1033.01 b6d3e4.c4 2/4, Vol HI, No
1544b). This position is supposed to show a
typical draw, but unfortunately it is rather an
example for what the weaker side should avoid at
all costs. The king is permanently seperated from
his pieces, the bishop is offside and White has the
straightforward plan of bringing his king to e5 to
which I can see no defence.
After some analysis of my own it seems to me
that White can draw the given position even
without playing 3.Sd5 and 4.Sb4. It is most im-
portant for White to find an arrangement of
pieces that keeps the opponent's king at arm's
length. Even if Black finally succeeds in under-
mining such a" setup (usually this involves a
lengthy march by the king into the rear of
White's fortress) White should be able to create a
similar fortress somewhere else.
Here is a sample line: 3Kc6 glQ 4.Kd6 Qai
5.Ke6 Qa5 6Bd4 Ke2 7.Be3 Kd3 8.Sd5 Kc4
9.SflS Qb5 10.Sg4 Qd5+ ll.Kf6 Kd3 (or 11....
Qh5 12.Sh6 Kd5 13.Sf5 Qg4 14.Sg3) 12.Kg6 Ke2
l3.Sf6 Qb5 14.Sg4 KO 15.SP6 Kg2 16.Sg4 Kh3
17.Sf6 Kh4 18.Kg7 Qf5 19.Kf7 Kh3 2O.Ke7 Kg2
21.Sd7 Kf3 22Kd6 Ke2 23.SeS etc. and I cannot
see Black making much progress.
No. 10206, V.Kovalenko. The study is unsound.
Marco Campioli gives the dual win 5.Sc6 Kg5
6.h6 Kg6 7.Se5+ Kh7 8.Sxd3 Kxg8 9.Se5 Kh7
10.Sg4, while Jonathan Levitt draws for Black
after 2 . . . Kf4 3.h5 (3.Sf6 Kf5 4Sany Kg4, 3.Sh6
Kg3 4.Sf5+ Kg4 and 3.Se7 Kg4 4.Sg6 Kh5 all
draw) Ke3, eg. 4.Sf6 d2 5.Sd5+ Kd3 6.Sf4+ Ke4
7.Kc2 Kxf4 8h6 Ke3 9.Sb3 Ke2 10.Scl+ (or
10.Sd4+ Kel I1.SG+ Ke2 draw) Kel U.Sd3+
Ke2 and White should content himself with a
draw, as 12.Sf2 loses: 12.... Kxf2 13.Kd1 Ke3
14.h7Kd3 15.h8Qc2mate.
No. 10212, V.Kalandadze. An interesting suppor-
ting line with some nice points is missing:
(l.Re7+ Rb7) 2.Ra8+? Kxa8 3.g8Q+ Rb8 (3....
Ka7? 4.Rxb7+ Kxb7 5.a6+ Ka7 transposes to the
solution) 4Qxb8+ Kxb8 5.Re8+ Kc7 (5.... Kb7?
6.Re7+ Ka6 7.Re6+ Kxa5 8Rf6 Kb4 looks good
on first sight, but 9.RO draws) 6.Re7+ Kd6
7.Re6+ Kd5 8.RfiS Ke5 (this gains a tempo over
the more natural 8.... Ke4, which also wins but
requires more precision) 9.Re6+ (9.a6 Rh7+
10.Kg6 Rh6+ H.Kxh6 Kxf6 12,a7 flQ 13.a8Q
Qh3 mate) Kd4 10.Rf6 Ke3 and the threats ...
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Rhl and ... Rh6 are too strong.
No. 10214, V.Kos. No solution, Black has a dif-
ficult and study-like win which for the sake of
convenience we give in EG-style:
5.... Rd8+ 6.Kf7 Kc2 7.Rg2+/i Kb3 8.Rgl Rh8
9Kg6 Rf8 lO.Rhl Sd4 ll.Rh3+ Ka4 12Rhl
Rb8/ii 13.Kf6/iii Se6/iv 14.Rh4+/v Ka5/vi
15.Rh5+ KaoVvii 16.Rhl Rbl 17.h8Q alQ+
18Kxe6 Qa2+/viii and Black has a winning at-
tack,
i) 7.Rhl Rd7+ 8.Kg8 Rg7+ 9.Kh8 Rb7 10.Kg8

Sh6+ll .Kh8Rbl wins
ii) the immediate 12.... Se6? does not win:

13.Rh4+ Kb5 14.Rh5+ Kb6 15.RM Ra8
16.Kf6 draw, but now this is a threat

iii) 13.Kh6 Se6 14.Rh4+ Ka5 15.Rh5+ Ka6
16.Rhl Rbl wins, while 13.KO Se6 is
similar to the main line: 14.Rh4+ Kb5
15.Rh5+Kb6

iv) threatening... Rh8
v) 14.Kxe6 Rh8 and ... Rxh7
vi) but not 14... Rb4? 15.h8Q alQ+ 16Ke7

draw
vii) but not 15... .Rb5? 16.h8Q alQ+ 17.Kxe6

and miraculously Black cannot pick up the
wRh5

viii) 18.... Rxhl? 19.Qa8+ perpetual check
No. 10217, J.Vandiest. Note iii) is faulty: The
correct reply to 4.... Bb4 is 5.Qh7.
No. 10219, A.Foguelman. A dual draw, con-
firmed by the author: l.Kxa4 Rdd5 2.Kb4, and
now 2.... Rxb5+ 3.Kc4 Ra5 4.Bb4; 2.... Kb6
3.Kc4; 2.... Re4 3.Kc4 Rd8 4.Bc5+ and 2.... Re3
3.Kc4 Rxd3 4.Kxd3 Kb6 5.Bb2 Kc5 6.b6 all
draw.
No. 10224, M.Hlinka. The simple 5.Qxf5 also
wins: 5.... Rxg2+ 6.Rxg2+ fxg2 7.Qg5+ KG
8.Qxh5+ Kg3 9.Qg5+ KG lO.Kel h3 ll.Qh5+
Kg3 12.Qg6+ Kf3 (12.... Kh2 13.Kf2 b5 14.Qg4)
13.Qd3+ Kg4 14.Kf2.
No. 10237, V.Kalyagin / L.Mitrofanov. A dual
win: 4Qg5 Qf6 (4.... Qh3+ 5.Kg8) 5.QxflS exflS
6.Kg7 and White wins with surprising ease, eg.
6.... Rd6 7.Rf7 (database-checked).
No. 10244, J.Fernhout / J. van Reek. A dual
win: 4.Qa4 and now 4.... Bc7 5.Qa8+ Bb8 6.Be7
Qd6 7.Qxb8+ Qxb8 8.Bxf6 mate, or 4.... Ba5
5.Qd7 (but not 5.Qxa5 Qb8 6.Bd6 Qf8+ 7.Bxf8
stalemate) and mate.
No. 10246, B.Olympiev. Why should White con-
tent himself with a draw? l.Rb6 (threatening
2.Rh6+ nebst 3.Rxh2, as well as 2.d8Q) wins
instantly.
No. 10249, J.Desensky. No solution, 1.... Qxg6
draws: 2.Bc3+ Qg7 and the pawn is pinned!
2.f8Q+ offers more chances, but after 2.... Kh7

3.Bc3 Qg8 4Qxf5+ Qg6 5.Qf8 Qg8 6Qfc c5
White cannot make progress: 7.Ka7 c4 8.Bd4 c3
9.Bxc3 b2 10.Bxb2 hS draw.
No. 10251, V.Kalyagin. A dual win: l.Rxb7 g5+
2.Kh3 gxf4 and now 3.Qc3, spotted by Marco
Campioli, wins for White. The bSa7 is dominated
and 3. . . Qxc3 4Rxc3 f3 5Rcc7 is hopeless,
therefore 3.... Sc6 is the only try, but after4Qxc6
Qh5+ 5Kg2 Rg8+ 6.Kfl Qhl+ 7.Ke2 the attack
soon peters out: 7.... Qg2+ (or 7.... Rg2+ 8.Kd3
Qdl+ 9.Ke4 Qel+ 10.Kf5) 8.Kd3 Rd8+ 9Kc3
Qd2+ 10.Kb3 QdH ll.Ka2 and the rooks are
ready to interfere at a3 or b2.
No, 10263, D.Gnrgcaftdze / VJHcMbc. A simple
dual win: l.Kb2 and the black rook is dominated
(White has a winning material advantage
anyway), eg. L . Rc6 2.Sxb5+ Kxa6 3.Sb8+.
No. 10265, D.Gurgenidze. 2Ka6 also wins, e.g.
2.... Kc2 3.Qc7+ Kd3 4.Qd6+ Kc3 5.Qc6+ Kd3
6Qhl Kc2 7.Qe4-K Kcl 8.Qc4+ Kdl 9.Qd3 Kel
10.Qe4+ Kf2 ll .Qbl. The position of the white
king does not matter at all provided that the
queen is not obstructed.
No. 10270, Y.Akobla / D.Gurgenidze. John
Beasley points out the following dual: l.Sabo>
cxb6 2.Sxb6+ Kc7 3.a7 Sd7+ 4.Sxd7 Kb7
S.dxc6+ Kxa7 6.Ke7 and White is on the better
side of a draw.
No. 10272, D.Gurgenidze / R-Tavariani. There
is a dual: 7.BM Bg2 8.Sf5+ Kf2 9.Se3 Bh3 (9....
Bf3 lO.Sfl) 10.Sc4 Kgl (10.... Bg2 U.Se3)
ll.Sd2 Bg2 !2.Sf3+ also draws. The same idea
can be realized some moves earlier 4.SflS Be2
5.Bhl BG 6.Sd5+ Kg3 (6.... Ke4 7.SO+ Ke3
8.Kb2) 7.Se3 KC 8.Sfl draw.

OPINIONS

"All views expressed are those of the originators
of those views and should not be attributed to any

Controversy - Controversy!
On laws, conventions, and codeies
by John Beasley
A chess endgame study purports to be a position
which has arisen in an imaginary game of chess,
and from which play is to take place in accor-
dance with the laws of chess, if any addition to
or divergence from the normal laws of chess is
involved, this must be of such a nature that an
intelligent ordinary player will say, "Fair enough."
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Let us examine the effect of this requirement.
There are two areas in which the normal laws of
chess are unsatisfactory in respect of studies: in
the complications introduced by the fifty-move
rule, and in the possibility that the imaginary
pre-diagram play may impose constraints on the
post-diagram play (in particular, on the ability to
castle or to start the post-diagram play with a
capture en passant).
The fifty-move rule is most politely described as
a scientifically unsatisfactory compromise which
has been found necessary in practical play, and its
relevance to studies can legitimately be criticized.
Unfortunately, it exists. However, its arbitrary
nature is recognized even by its supporters, and if
a composer or columnist prefaces a study (or an
author his book) with a statement, "Ignore the
fifty-move rule," the response "Fair enough" will
certainly be forthcoming. Formally to alter the
laws of chess, so as automatically to exclude the
application of the fifty-move law from studies,
would not in fact make matters any easier. Even
if such an exclusion were to be made, a com-
poser, columnist, or author could not rely on his
readers being aware of it, and so he would still
have to insert his prefatory note.
The difficulty in respect of constraints imposed by
the pre-diagram play is that the diagram by itself
does not say what these are. The only fully satis-
factory answer is for the study stipulation to state
explicitly what is and is not possible, and in any
case likely to prove controversial this should
certainly be done. However, in the light of the
conditions which normally prevail when an
endgame position arises in actual play, and of the
asymmetry inherent in a study stipulation (one
side is always to achieve a task in spite of the
best efforts of his adversary), the following con-
ventions will certainly be regarded as "fair
enough".
1. The play cannot start with a capture en
passant unless it can be proved that the pawn
being captured has just moved two squares.
2. Even if the side which is required to
achieve the task has a king and a rook on their
home squares, he has not retained the right to
castle unless it is stipulated that he has. The right
to castle has usually been long lost by the time
that the endgame is reached, and a "solution"
which claims to work by castling is inviting the
objection, "but what if he can't?"
3. However, if the adversary has a king and
a rook on their home squares, he has retained the
right to castle unless it can be proved that one of
the other must have moved in the pre-diagram
play. Again, a "solution" which ignores a

refutation by castling is inviting the objection,
"but what if he still can?"
4. Pre-diagram play cannot be invoked in
order to claim a draw by repetition, nor can it be
invoked in order to claim a draw under the fif-
ty-move rule unless it can be proved that the
required number of moves must have taken place.
5. If one of a set of possibilities must exist
but it cannot definitely be said which, and no
single solution covers all the possibilities, it is
sufficient to exhibit a set of solutions valid for
each situation separately. Example, after
Langstaff: wKf5, Pa5, a6, f6, h5, h6 (6), bKe8,
Rh8, Pc7, g5 (4), White to play and win. Either
Black has just moved bK or bR, in which case he
has lost the right to castle and l.Ke6 wins, or he
has just played g7-g5, in which case h5xg6 e.p.
wins.
6. If a study stipulation states which side is
to move, that side is to move. If the position
could not legally have been so reached, it is an
illegal position. This is unfortunate, but no cor-
rection can be inferred. In particular, it cannot be
inferred that it is actually the other side's move.
Sadly, the self-proclaimed "Codex for chess com-
positions" does not conform to these conventions,
and its only long-term effect will be to discredit
the organization which has promulgated it.

Comment on John Beasley's contribution with
respect to the '50-move rule'
by John Roycrofi
As so often, we envy the clarity and conciseness
of John's prose.
John Beasley is hard on the PCCC, whose
Sub-Committee for Codex has worked intermit-
tently over decades with a changing, voluntary
and generally non-English-speaking membership.
This membership has, if I am right, never
included a specialist in studies. [The
Sub-Committee has also worked without the ad-
vantage of John Beasley's input. It is not too late,
John! The Sub-Committee would surely like to
hear from you, via either the current PCCC
President, Bedrich Formanek of Bratislava, or the
PCCC Secretary, GUnter Busing of Munich, who
is also currently spokesman of the Codex
Sub-Committee.]
For what it is worth (our interest is limited) we
think John Beasley's views are sound - with a
single signal exception. With respect to the
50-move rule, we should like to present a case, if
not the case, for the opposing view.
Here is the relevant text from the FIDE PCCC
Codex adopted in Amsterdam in 1991.
Article 17 - 50-move rule

834



Unless expressly stipulated, the 50-move rule does
not apply to the solution of chess compositions
except for retro-problems.
This is right for studies, placing the onus where it
belongs. The justification is that if, as I maintain,
endgame theory (glossed over in John Beasley's
thesis) is to be accepted as applicable with no
exceptions (and in whatever state theory is at the
time) to studies, then rejection of any form of
50-move rule follows. Now if studies column
editors in chess magazines catering for ordinary
club players (who, contrary to John Beasley's
assertion, are for the most part not conversant
with any 50-move rule, let alone its latest version)
wish to eschew the complex and arcane in what
they select for their column, this may well be
wise, but their purpose in so doing is peripheral
to, and ought not to sway, the main issue. It is
also not clear from John Beasley's article why a
rule that all agree is unsatisfactory should not to
be improved.

In recent years the 'big' (non-PCCC) FIDE Rules
Committee has, in the interests of keeping within
the time constraints of over-the-board events,
turned its back on developments in endgame
theory, but this does not mean that studies should
follow suit. The record of the Rules Committee in
its attempts to bring the ancient '50-move rule'
up to date have only discredited that organisation.
The article in question (currently numbered 5.6)
has suffered many alterations and reversals, all of
which have proved unsatisfactory. (For a factual
and balanced discussion of the state of the rule in
1989 see pi 92 of the ICCA Journal, ix89.) But
then the floundering Rules Committee has acted
in this respect with small heed of this busybody!
As we have seen, Article 17 of the Codex relates
composition to the '50-move rule' article of the
'big' FIDE Laws of Chess. This latter article, if it
is to be logically consistent and above reproach,
needs to incorporate a parallel reference to com-
position, but it has never done so. The decision of
the PCCC Sub-Committee for Studies in its ses-
sions during the PCCC Congress at Turku in 1995
was no more than to propose a simple addendum
to rectify this anomaly. The members (at Turku)
were V.Gorbunov (Ukraine), D.Gurgenidze (Geo-
rgia), O.Pervakov (Russia) and J.Roycroft (Great
Britain). All four signed the recommendation.
EG policy is to treat studies as a serious field of
endeavour - which is not the same thing as saying
that EG must always be serious (at first I thought
John Beasley's "Ignore the 50-move rule" formula
was indulging an agile sense of humour, it is so
unpractical) - so let us set out our stall. The three
prize winning Kasparyan studies that follow are

each given a second diagram (thanks, Jurgen
Fleck, for drawing our attention to these studies.),
from which the 5-man ending two bishops against
knight arises. The reader is invited to assume that
the studies are otherwise correct, but to decide for
himself whether each is sound in the light of the
proposed alternative black moves from the
'second* diagrams. Having decided, the reader
may like to state the basis (or bases) of his
decisions and to communicate them to AJR, who
will summarise. Both Johns are accustomed to
being in the minority, so the result of the 'vote* is
unlikely to influence either of us!

G. Kasparyan
2nd prize, 7>Wt 1950

g5h7 0461.20 5/4 Draw
l.Sd6 Bc5 2.e7 Rxe7 3.Sf5/i Bxf5 4.Rc6 Re5
5.Kf4 Bd7 6.Rc7 Rd5 7.Ke4 Bb6 8.Rb7 Rd6
9Ke5 Bc5 10.Rc7 Bb4 ll.Rb7 Ba3 12.Ra7 Rd3
13.Ke4 Bc5 14.Rc7 Bb6 15Rb7 Rd6 16Ke5,
drawn. The cycle of moves begun with 9.Ke5, is
about to recommence. It is a positional draw,

position after 3.Sf5

g5h7 0461.10 4/4
i) See diagram. Consider: 3...Bxb6 4.Sxe7 Bxe3+.
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G.Kasparyan
1st prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1951-1952
dedicated to A.Dolukhanov

a5b7 0074.01 3/5 Draw
l.Kb4 Be6 2.Sf2 Sa2+ 3.Ka4/i Bc4 4.Sxd3! Bxd3
5.Kb3 Bel 6.Bel! Bbl 7.Bg3!! Kc6 8.Be5! Kc5!
9.Bg7!! Kb5 10.Bf8 Kc6 11.Bg7! Kc5 12.Bf8+!
Kd5 13 Bg7! positional draw, for if the black
king heads towards the square d3, then the white
bishop, operating from f6 and g7, will stop the
black knight from landing on c3.

position after 3.Ka4

a4b7 0074.01 3/5.
i) Consider: 3...Scl 4Bxcl Bxci 5.Sxd3 Be3.
G.Kasparyan
1st prize, New Statesman, 1962-1963

l.Sb2+ Ka5 2.Re8 elQ 3Rxel Bxel 4.a3 bxa3
5.Sdl a2 6.Sxc3 alQ 7.Bb2/i Bd3+ 8.Kb3 Bc4+
9.Kc2 Bd3+ 10.Kb3 positional draw,

position after 7...Bb2

c2a5 3071.00 3/4.
i) See diagram. Not 7...Bxc3? 8.Bxc3+!, but con-
sider 7...Qxb2+.

The late composition grandmaster must have
known which of his studies were at risk from the
computer. We should not blame him for his scep-
tical welcome of electronic 'advances'. But the
issue before readers is what is the best guidance
for composers, solvers and other interested parties
to follow. We cannot resist a parting shot.
Leonard Barden's Guardian chess column (which
appears on Saturdays in the weekly colour sup-
plement) recently commemorated the
grandmaster's passing by reproducing one of his
elementary 3-ers for readers to solve. If the inten-
tion was to avoid difficulty, it succeeded, but the
result was hardly a fitting tribute to one of the
world's towering figures.

DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

AH-Union tourney of the district sports com-
mittee and Vecberny Novosibirsk 1963.
This formal tourney was judged by D.Petrov. The
provisional award published in
Vecherny Novosibirsk, 6xii63. Photocopy
received from K.Sukharev, 28iii96.

c2a4 0171.13 5/6 Draw
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No 10275 T.Gorgiev (Dnepropetrovsk)
1 st prize All-Union/Vecherny Novosibirsk 63

No 10277 V.Kovalenko (Vladivostok)
3rd prize All-Union/Vecherny Novosibirsk 63

c3d8 0005.11 4/3 Win
No 10275 T.Gorgiev I.b7 Sa6 2.Kc4 Kc7 3.Kb5
Kxb7 4.Sd6+ Kc7 5.dSe8+ Kb7 6.Se6 Sb8
7.Sd6+ Ka8 8.Sc7 mate.
"A very good miniature with tense play and an
original final position based on the classic
Troitzky force."

No 10276 D.Godes (Novosibirsk)
2nd prize All-Union/Vecherny Novosibirsk 63

b3e6 0310.43 6/5 Win
No 10276 D.Godes I.a4 Kd5/i 2.e4+ Kxc5 3.Bc3
Kb6 4Be l , with:
Rc5 5Bf2 Ka5 6.Be3 Kb6 7Kb4 a5+ 8.Kb3

wins, or
c5 5.BG Kc6 6.Ka3 Kb6 7.Bh4 Kc7 8.Bg5 wins,

i) Rxc5 2.e4 Kd6 3Ba3 a5 4.Kb2 wins.
"The study is both well constructed and interes-
ting, with three symmetrical zugzwahgs."

No 10277 V.Kovalenko l.Bcl Rf4+ 2.Kc3 Ra4
3.Bc2 a2 4.Bb2 Ra3+/i 5.Bxa3 alQ+ 6.Bb2 Qa2
7Bb3 Qbl 8.Bc2 Qa2 9.Bb3 drawn by perpetual
attack on the queen.
i)alQ5Bxal6.Kb2draw.
"The starting position is so simple and natural that
it seems to have come from a game. The
concluding draw is original."

d4el 0320.02 3/4 Draw

No 10278 N.Kralin (Moscow)
1st hon. men. All-Union/Vecherny Novosibirsk 63

e6f4 0040.11 3/3 Win
No 10278 N.Kralin l.Bcl+ Kg4 2.h6 b2 3.Bxb2
Kg5 4.h7 Bf6 5.Bxf6+ Kg6 6.h8S+ winning, and
avoiding 6 J18Q stalemate?

No 10279 L.Shilkov (Borzya)
2nd h.m. All-Union/Vechemy Novosibirsk 63

d6f5 0018.01 4/4 Win
No 10279 L.Shiikov l.Bh3+ Kg6 2.SfB+ Kf7
3.Sd7 Sb4 4.Bg2 Sd5 5Bxd5 exd5 6.Sd4 Ke8
7.Kc6 Kd8 8.Sc5 Sc7 9.Kb7 Se8 10Sc6 mate.
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No 10280 F.V.Vasilchuk (Girinauz)
3rd h.m. All-Union/Vecherny Novosibirsk 63

c7a8 0470.54 8/8 Win
No 10280 F.V.Vasilchuk l.Rh5 BflS 2.Rhl Rc5
3.BM Rc4 4Rgl Rc2 5.Bc3 Rxc3 6Ral wins.

No 10281 V.Tyavlovsky (Borzya)
1st comm All-Union/Vechemy Novosibirsk 63

fle6 0410.13 4/5 Win
No 10281 V.Tyavlovsky l.Ke2 e4 2.dxe4 dlQ+
3.Rxdl Ke5 4Kf3 Rh3+ 5Kg4 Re3 6.Bxg7+
Kxe4 7.Rd4 mate.

No 10282 V. Aleksyuk (Zhitomir)
2nd comm. All-Union/Vechemy Novosibirsk 63

3.f6+ Kh7 4.Ke7, after which 5.Bc3, will follow
and, after Black's pawn moves have been ex-
hausted he will be forced into: Qxf6+ 6.Kxf6 Kh8
7Bal Kh7 8.e5 Kh8 9.e6, with:
fxe6 10.Kg6+ e5 ll.Bxe5 mate, or
Bh7 10.Kxf7 mate.

No 10283 S.Belokon (Kharkov)
3rd comm. All-Union/Vechemy Novosibirsk 63

alc5 0503.13 4/6 Draw
No 10283 S.Belokon l.Rg2 Sh3 2.RD e2 3.Rxe2
Sgl 4.Ra3 Kb4 5Rb2+ Kxa3 6.Rb5, drawn by
perpetual offer of wR.

First Viktor Evreinov Memorial Tourney
This international formal tourney, also known as
Evreinov-MT(I) was organised by the magazine
"Saratov" and sponsors. Judges were A.Khah
(Saratov) and Yu.Akobia (Tbilisi). The
provisional award was published in "Saratov",
17v 1995 and signed by: Khait and Akobia.
number of entries received, composers, countries:
ca.50 entries by 42 composers, 11 in the
provisional award.

No 10284 A.Kuryatnikov (Saratov)
1st prize Evreinov-MT(1)

d7« 4040.47 7/10 Win
No 10282 V.Aleksyuk l.Qh8 Qxh8 2Bb4+ Kg7

h2c3 0830.33 6/7 Draw
No 10284 A.Kuryatnikov
White is threatened with l...Ra2+ 2.Khl Ral+
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3.Kh2 Be5+ 4.Kh3 Rhl mate.
So, l.Rc8+/i Kd4/ii 2.a8Q Rxa8 3.Rxa8 Bxh8
4.e7/iii Be5+ 5.Kh3 (Khi? d2;) Rg3+/iv 6.Kxh4
Re3/v 7.e8Q Bf6+ 8.Kh5 Rxe8 9.Rxe8 d2 10Rg8
dlR (dlQ;Rg4+) il.Rgl Rd2 12.Rg2 Rd3
13.Rg3/vi, with perpetual R-offer chase, and a
draw.
i) Try: l.a8Q? Rxa8 2.Rxa8 B*h8 3.Rc8+ Kd4
4.e7 Be5+ 5.Kh3, after which Rg3+? only draws,
but d2 6e8Q dlQ, is stronger, when Bl wins.
ii) bK is forced to this square since occupation of
the b-file allows an easy draw by 2.Rb8+.
iii) 4.Rxh8? Rxe6 5.Rxh7 Rd6 6Rg7 Rxh6 wins.
iv) d2 6.e8Q dlQ 7.Ra4+ Kd3 8Qb5+ Kc2
9.Rc4+ Bc3 10.Qa4+ Kd2 ll.Qxdl+ Kxdl
12.Rxc3 draw. "The key move in this line is
7.Ra4+, a move not possible in (i)."
v) The central core of the study is this ambush by
bR.
vi) Axel Omstein (Sweden) casts doubt on the
study's correctness by proposing: Re3 14.Rxe3
Kxe3 15.Kg4 BeS, 'when Bl seems to win*.
David Blundell agrees.

No 10285 Yu.Bazlov and A.Skripnik (Vladivio-
stok)
2nd prize Evreinov-MT(I)

eld5 0135.02 4/5 Win
No 10285 Yu.Bazlov and A.Skripnik l.Sxg4 g2
2.Se3+/i Ke4 3.Sxg2 Sxg2+ 4.Ki2 Sf4 5.Rel+/ii
Kf5 6.Sxf4 Bc3 7.Rcl Bd2 8.Rc5+ Kxf4 9Ke2,
and bB is lost - W wins.
i) 2.Sf4+? Ke4 3.Sxg2 Sxg2+ 4.Kf2 Se3 5.Rel
Bd4 6.Sxe3 Bc5 draw,
ii) 5.Sxf4? Bd4+ 6.Kg3 Be5 7.Rel+ Kf5 draw.

No 10286 V.Dolgov and V.Kolpakov l.Bfo> Ka2
2.Be6+ Ka3 3.Bb2+ Ka4 4.Bd7+ Ka5 5.Bc3+ Ka6
6.Bc8 clQ 7.Rb3+ Ka7 8.Bd4+ Ka8 9.Bb7+ Kb8
10.Bxf3+ Kc8 ll.Bb7+ Kb8 12.Bxg2+ Kc8
13.Bb7+ Kb8 14.Bxhl+ Kc8 15.Rc3+ wins.

No 10286 V.Dolgov and V.Kolpakov (Kra~
snodarsk province)
3rd prize Evreinov-MT(I)

e8al 0423.02 4/5

No 10287 D.Gurgenidze (Georgia)
4th prize Evreinov-MT(l)

Win

Win

Kb5

c7a5 0203.24 5/6
No 10287 D.Gurgenidze l.Re5+/i with:
Ka6 2Re8 alQ (blQ;Rxa2+) 3Ra8+

4.Rxb2+ Qxb2 5.Rb8+ wins, or
Ka4 2.Rxh4+ Kb3 3.Re3+ Kc2 4.Rh2+ Kdl

5.Rd3+/ii Kcl 6.Rc3+ Kdl 7.RM+ Kd2 8.Ra3
blQ9.Rxa2+ Qxa2 10Rh2+, when Black loses,
i) l.Re8? alQ 2.Ra8+ Kb4 3.Rxb2-KQxb2 4.Rb8+
Kc3, and White will lose,
ii) 5Ra3? blQ 6.aRxa2 Qh7+ draw.

No 10288 L.Topko l.Sd5+ Kh3 (Khl,Sg3+)
2.S2f4-H Kg4/i 3.Sxh5, with:
gxh5 4.Kxf2 Sh3+ 5.Kg2 Sg5 6.Se3+

mate, or
Kxh5 4.Kxf2 Sh3+ 5.K«2 Sg5

7.Bg3 mate
i) Kh4 3.Sxh5 gxh5 4.Kxf2 Sh3+ 5.Kg2 SgS
6.Bg3+ Kg4 7.Se3 mate,
ii) Kh6 7.Bf4 b4 8.Se4 wins.

Kh4/ii
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No 10288 L.Topko (Ukraine)
5th prize Evreinov-MT(I)

flh2 0045.03 4/6
No 10289 V.Katsnelson (St Petersburg)
6th prize Evreinov-MT(l)

Win

h4d8 1440.25 6/8 Win
No 10289 V.Katsnelson l.Qgl/i elQ/ii 2.Rc8+
Kd7 (Kxc8;Qc5+) 3Bc6+ Kxc8 4.d7+ Kc7
5.dxe8Q Qxgl 6.Qd7+ Kb6 7.Qxb7+ Kc5 8.Qa7+
wins.
i) Thematic try: l.QO? elQ 2Rc8+ Kd7 3.Bc6+
Kxc8 4.d7+ Kc7 5.dxe8Q Qhl+ 6.Kg4 Qh5 mate.
Or if l.Qh3? Rh8+ 2.Kg4 Rxh3 3.Be6 Rxg3+

4.Kh4 Bg5+, and Black wins,
ii) Be3 2.Qal Bxc5 3.Qa5+ wins.
No 10290 G.Polin (Saratov)
Sp. pr. Evreinov-MT(I) (for a pupil of Evreinov)

c4cl 0001.14 3/5 Win
No 10290 G.Polin l.Sg3 e3 2.g8Q/i flQ+ 3.Sxfl
e2 4.Qg3 exflQ+ 5.Kc3 Qe2 6.Qgl+ Qdl 7.Qe3+
wins,
i) 2.Kd3? nQ+ 3.Sxfl e2 draw.

No 10291 V.Prigunov (Kazan)
1st honourable mention Evreinov-MT(I)

e6b2 3142.22 7/5 Win
No 10291 V.Prigunov l.Sc4+ Kb3 2.Rb6+ Kc4
3.Bd3+ Kc5 4.Rb5+ Kc6 5.Se7+ Kc7 6.Be4 Qxe2
7.Rb7+ Kd8 8.Rd7+ Ke8 9.Bg6+ Kf8 10.Rd8+
Kg7 ll.Rg8+ Kh6 12.Sf5+ Kg5 13Bh5+ Kxh5
14.Sg3+ Kh4 15Sxe2 c2 16.Kf5 Kxh3 17.Rc8 d3
18Sf4+ Bxf4 19.Kxf4 d2 2O.Rc3+ Kh4 21.Rxc2
dlQ 22.Rh2 mate.

No 10292 J.Vandiest (Belgium)
2nd HM Evreinov-MTa)

hlh7 4013.01 3/4 Win
No 10292 J.Vandiest l.Bf5+ Kg8 2.Qe7 Qa8+
3.Kh2 Sb6 4.Be6+ Kh8 5.Qfl5+ Kh7 6.Qg5 Qf8
7.Bf5+ Kh8 8.Qh5+ Kg7 9.Qg6+ Kh8 10.Qh7
mate.

No 10293 L.Topko l.Be1+ Ke2 2Be4 Kxdl
3Ba5 Rf7 4.Bg6 Rf2 5.Bh5+ Re2 6.Kal b4
7Bxb4 Kc2(Kcl) 8.Bxe2 wins.
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No 10293 L.Topko
3rd HM Evreinov-MT(I)

b l O 042C.01 4/3 Win

No 10294 A.Foguelman and Z.Caputto (Arge-
ntina)
Commendation Evreinov-MT(1)

a2a4 3203.22 5/5 Draw
No 10294 A.Foguelman and Z.Caputto l.Rxfl g2
2.Ral glQ 3.R2bl gQd4 4.Rb2 aQc5 5.Kbl+ Qa3
6.Rxa3+ Kxa3 7.Rb3+ Ka4 8.Kc1 Qf4-»- 9.Kdl
draw.

No 10295 L.Carlsson and L.Parenti (Argentina)
Comm. Evreinov-MT(I)

2.Sd2 Kf2 3.Bg4 Ke3 4.SO d3 5.Sh4 Kf2 6BdI
Kel 7.Bh5 Kf2 8.SO Ke3 9.Se5 Ke4 10.Sg4 f3
11 Sh2 Ke3 12Bxf3 Kf2 13.Bh5 wins, d2
14.Sg4+ Ke2 15Se5+ Ke3 16.Bdl.

No 10296 lgnace Vandecasteele (Belgium)
Comm. Evreinov-MT(I)

c7c5 0045.01 4/4 Win
No 10296 lgnace Vandecasteele l.Sd7+ Kd4
2.S15+ Ke4 3.Sd6+ Kd4 4.Sb5+ Kc4 5.Sa3+ Kd4
6.Sc2+ Ke4 7.Sc5+ Ke5 8.Sd3+ Ke4 9.Bh7+ g6
10.Bxg6 mate.

No 10297 D.Yoffe (Kazan)
Comm. Evreinov-MT(T)

a6g2 0011.03 3/4
No 10295 L.Carlsson and L.Parenti

Win
l.Se4 d5

e4c8 0377.30 6/6 Draw
No 10297 D.Yoflfe I.b7+ Kc7 2 a 8 Q Ra7 3.Sxd4
Sxd4+ 4.Kxd4 Bxc6 5h6 Bxb7 6.Qxa7 Bxa7+
7Kd3 Bc8 8.Ke4 Bb7+ 9.Kd3, positional draw.

The Victory 50-anniv ty
This national (SNG, FSU) forma! tourney was
organised by the composition committee of the
Russian Chess Federation, and the magazines
Shakhmatnaya kompozitsia, and Uralsky
problemist, with sponsorship by the (Moscow).
Judge was V.Vinichenko (Novosibirsk). The
provisional award was published in No. 10, vi95r

pplO-15. 33 entries from 24 composers of which
15 were published.
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No 10298 N.Ryabinin (Tambov region) and
S.Tkachenko (Ukraine)
1st prize Victory 50

c2a6 0316.30 5/4 Draw
No 10298 N.Ryabinin and S.Tkachenko "Black
has this enormous material advantage. wPe6 of-
fers White his sole chance." I.e7 Rh2+ (for Re2;)
2.Kd3 Se5+ 3.Kc3 Rh8 4.Be2+/i, with:
Ka5 5.Bh5 Rc8+ 6.Kb3 bSd7 7.e8Q Rxe8

8 Bxe8 Sf6 9Ba4z fSg4 10.Be8 Sf6 11.Ba4, or
Kb6 5.Bh5 Rc8+ 6 Kb3 bSd7 7.e8Q Rxe8

8.Bxe8 Sf6 9.a4 (Ba4? Ka5;) Sxe8 I0.a5+ Ka6
I I.g4, drawn. "Black is in no state to hold up a
wP to establish a 'Troitzky* win."
i) This forces bK to declare his intentions. Not
4.Bh5? Rc8+ 5Kb3 bSd7 6e8Q Rxe8 7.Bxe8 Sf5
8.Ba4 Ka5, and reci-zug to Black's advantage.
"A beautiful study with a neat and clear thought.

The grand-scale play and domination are also
really good."

No 10299 N.Kralin (Moscow) and An.Kuznetsov
(Reutov)
2nd prize Victory 50

g4gl 3141.43 8/6 Win
No 10299 N.Kralin and An.Kuznetsov "This quite
double-edged position presages an interesting
battle!" I.Rb2/i Bd5/ii 2.Sxd5 Qf5+ 3.Kh4 Qxd5
4Rbl+ Kh2/iii 5f4 h5 6a8Q/iv Qxa8 7Bb7 Qal
8.Be4/v, and mate or win of bQ (Qxbl;Bxb1).

i) l.a8Q? Qxa8 2.Sxa8 Kxh2 draws. l.Re2? Bd5
2.Sxd5 Qf5+ 3.Kh4 Qxd5 4.Rel+ Kh2 5.f4 Qd3
6.Rgl h6 7.Rg2+ (a8Q,hxg5+;) Kxhl 8.a8Q
hxg5+ 9.Kh3 (frg5,Qe4+;) Qfl 10.ficg5 Qf5+
Il.g4 Qf3+ 12.Qxf3 stalemate. l.Rd2? Qb4+
2.f4 Qxd2 3.a8Q Kh2 4.Kh4 Bc4 5.Qe4 Qf2
6.Qfi Qgl draw. l.Rc2? Bd5 2.Sxd5 Qf5+
3.Kh4 Qxd5 4.Rcl+ Kh2 5.f4 h5 6.a8Q Qxa8
7.Bc6 Qal 8.Rxal stalemate.
ii) Qc8+ 2.Kh4 h6 3gxh6 Qh8 4.g4 Q> h6+ 5.Kg3
wins.
iii) Kf2 5.f4 Qd3 6.Rb2+.
iv) 6.Bxd5 stalemate? 6.Ral? Qe6 7.Ra2+ Kgl.
Or 6.Rfl? Qd7 7.Rf2+ Kgl 8.BB Qxa7 draw.
v) 8.RM+? Qxhl 9.Bxhl Kxhl 10.g4 hxg4
1 l.Kxg4 Kg2 12.f5 gxf5 draw.
"Energetic play covering literally the whole of the
chessboard."

No 10300 V. and L.Katsnelson (St Petersburg)
3rd prize Victory 50

g6e8 0140.12 4/4 Win
No 10300 V. and L.Katsnelson "We all know that
two united passed P's on their sixth rank are
worth an opposing R. With subtle manipulation of
mating threats White neutralises them to maintain
his material advantage." 1.Rc2 e2/i 2.d6 Bb6
3.Rc8+ Bd8 4.Rcl (Bd3? Kd7;) Ba5/ii 5.Rhl/iii
Bc3 6.Rbl Ba5 7.Rb8+ Bd8 8.Bd3 Kd7 9.Bb5+
Kxd6 10Rxd8+ Kc5 1 l.Bxe2 fxe2 !2.Re8 wins,
i) Ke7 2.Rc6 e2 3Re6+ Kd8 4.Bd3 BQ 5.Bxe2
wins.
ii) Bh4 5.d7+ Ke7 6.d8Q+ Kxd8 7.KH elQ
8Rc8 mate,
iii) 5d7+7 Ke7 6.d8Q+ Bxd8 7.Bg4 Ba5 draw.
David Blundell: 'There's a second solution here

which is perhaps more interesting than the actual
solution: 5.Kf6 Bd8+ (elQ;d7+) 6.Kg7 Ba5
7.Rc8+ Bd8 8.Rc7/iv Bg5/v 9.Bd7+ Kd8 Kd8
10.Be6 Ke8 HRH/vi Bh6+ 12.Kxh6 elQ I3.d7+
Kd8 14Rf8+ winning.
iv) With wK covering f8 this threatens mate,
v) For 9.Rf7? Bh6+. If ...Bxc7 9.dxc7 elQ
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10.c8Q+Ke7 ll.Qd7 mate,
vi) Possible now that wB covers the f7 square.
"This second solution is remarkably free of duals.
1 can't think of a way to eliminate it and thereby
correct the study, but by adding bPb5 the com-
poser's main line is eliminated and this becomes
the main line."
No 10301 David Blundell
(after V. and L.Katsnelson)

g6e8 0140.13 4/5 Win
No 10301 David Blundell l.Rc2 e2 2.d6 Bb6
3.Rc8+ Bd8 4Rcl , and Ba5, and as above, or
Bb6 5.Bg4 wins.
"A wholly integrated idea!"

No 10302 N.Kralin and O.Pervakov (Moscow)
4th prize Victory 50

glg8 0331.74 9/7 Win
No 10302 N.Kralin and O.Pervakov l.Sc3/i Rf7
2.gxf7+ KfR 3.b7 Kxf7 4.Khl/ii h2/iii 5.b8B/iv
Ke8 6Ba7 BO 7.Bgl Bh5 8Bxh2 wins. "White
has destroyed Black's (known) stalemate defence,
and by sacrificing the promoted bishop dittos the
bold mating assault on wK."
i) I.b7? h2+ 2.Kg2 Bd5+ 3.Kxg3 hlS+ 4.Kf4
Bxb7. Likewise I.f7+? Rxf7 2.gxf7+ Bxf7 3Sc3
Bh5 4.b7 Bf3 5.b8Q+ Kh7, or l.Sb4? h2+ 2.Kg2
Bfl+ 3.KM Be2, fail.
ii) 4.b8Q? h2+ 5.Kg2 Bd5+ 6.Sxd5 hlQ+ 7.Kxhl
g2+ 8.Kh2 glQ+ 9.Kxgl stalemate. Nor does

4b8B? Ke8 5.Ba7 Bf7belp.
iii) Bfl 5.b8Q Bg2+ 6Kgl BO 7.Qh8 h2+
8.Qxh2 gxh2+ 9Kxh2 and wins.
iv) 5.b8Q? Bd5+ 6.Sxd5 g2+ 7.Kxg2
8.Kxhl stalemate.

No 10303 V.Kovalenko (Maritime province)
5th prize Victory 50

Hd8 0100.17 3/8 Draw
No 10303 V.Kovalenko "There is no way to hah
the black pawn avalanche, so an attack must be
launched on the stranded bK.M l.Ke6 h2/i 2Kd6
Ke8 3Ke6 Kd8 4.Kd6 Kc8 5Rc5+ Kb7 6.Rb5+
Ka6 7.Kc7/ii hlQ 8.Rb6+ Ka7 9.Rb5 Qh6
10.Rb7+ Ka6 (Ka8;Rb8+) ll.Rb8 Qhl 12Rb6+
Ka7 13.Rb5, positional draw,
i) e2 2.Kd6 Kc8 3.Rc5+ Kb7 4.Rb5+ Ka6 5.Kc7
elQ 6.Rb6+ Ka7 7.Rb7+, perpetual check. If
Kc7 2.Rc5+ Kb6 3Kd6 h2 4Rb5+, and we are in
the solution's main line,
ii) 7.Rbl? c2 8Rcl e2, and Black wins.
"Limited in mobility by the palisade of her own
P*s (not one of which has moved from its spot!)
bQ finds no way to put a stop to the endless
threat of mate.**

No 10304 S.Zakharov (St Petersburg)
1st honourable mention Victory 50

b3d5 0005.33 6/5 BTM, Win
No 10304 S.Zakharov l...Sxd4+ 2JCb2 exd3
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3.Sf6+/i Kc5 4.Sb7+ Kc4 5.Sd6+ Kc5 6.dSe4+
Kc4 7.Sd2+ Kc5 8.Sd7+ Kd5 9.Sb6+ Ke5
10.dSc4+ Ke4 11 Sd6+ Ke5 12.Sf7+ Ke4 13.Sg5+
Ke5 14.Sc4+ Kd5 15Se3+ Ke5 16.Sg4+ Kd5/ii
17.cxd() Kxd4 18.Kcl h5 19.Sf2 Ke3 2O.fSf3
Ke2 21.Sf4+ Ke3 22Sxg6 Ke2 23.Sf4+ Ke3
24gSh3 and wins.
i) 3.cxd4? Kxd4, and the pawns advance far
enough to draw.
ii) "wS has completed its tour to reach a position
similar to that at the start, but wS is now on gS,
allowing a Troitzky' win to be engineerd."

No 10305 Kondratev (Ivanovsk region)
2ndHM Victory 50

No 10306 V.Prigunov (Kazan)
3rdHM Victory 50

h4fS 4413.22 6/6 Win
No 10305 Kondratev l.Qbl+/i Ke6 2.Re4+ Kd7
3.Re7+ Kxe7 4Bxd6+ Kf6 5.Be5+ Kxe5 6.Qxb7
Sf2+ 7.Kg5 Se4+ 8.Kg4 f5+ 9.Kf3 Sd2+ 10.Ke3
Sc4+ ll.Kd3 Sb2+ 12.Kc3 Sa4-i- 13.Kc4 Rc2+
14.Kd3 Sc5+ 15.Kxc2 Sxb7 16.a6.
i) I.g4+ Kg6 2.Qbl+ Kh6, and 3.Bd2+ is met by
Sg5+.
"Exchanging Qs to wind up a long and forced
(though rich) variation W finds he has Most* a
piece, but thankfully has the well-known point
16.a6 up his sleeve.**

No 10306 V.Prigunov I.g7/i Sf5/ii 2.d7 Rd2
(Bxd7;Bd5+) 3.b7/iii Bxb7 4.Bd5+ Bxd5 5.g8Q
Bxg8 6.d8Q Bd5 7.Kh7 Bg8+ 8.Kh8 Bd5 9.Kh7,
positional draw, as Black has the repetitive choice
between stalemate or an ending where the
material is drawn.
i) I.d7? Bxd7 2.Bd5+ Kgl 3.g7 Rh2+ 4.Kg8
Be6+ 5.Bxe6 Sxe6 wins.
ii) Rh2+ 2.Bh7 Bd5 3.b7 Sc6 4.d7 Rb2 5.Be4+
draw.
iii) 3.Be6? Sxg7 4.Kxg7 Bxd7 5.b7 Rb2 6.Bd5+
(Bxd7,Rxb7;) Kh2 7.Kf6 Bh3 8Ke5 Bg2 and Bl
wins.

h8hl 0343.30 5/4

No 10307 G.Amiryan (Armenia)
1st commendation Victory 50

Draw

b3e4 0051.02 4/4 Win
No 10307 CAmiryan l.Bg2+ (else Kf3;) Kd3/i
2.Bfl+/ii e2 3.SxC+ Ke3 4.Bg2 Bg3 5.Kc3
Bxf2/iii 6.Bd2 mate, a pure one in mid-board
with two active self-blocks,
i) Kf5 2.Bb4 Kg4 3.Bfl Kg3 4.Sc3 Kh2 5.Se2
wins.
ii) 2.Bb47 Bg3 3.Bn+ e2 4.Sb2+ Ke3 5.Sc4+
Kd3 drawn,
iii) Be5+ 6.Kc2 Bg3 7.Sd3 wins.

No 10308 B.Sidorov l.H/i Ra3+ 2.Kb8/ii Rb3+
3.Kc8 Rxf3 4.Sh2+ Kh3 5.SxO Rg8+ 6.fxg8B
wins, avoiding the stalemate of the promotion to
Q.
i) l.Rf4+? Kh3 2.f7 Rg2. Or l.Rxb3? Rxfl. No
win in either eventuality.
ii) 2.Kb7? Rxf3 3.Sh2+ Kh5 4.Sxf3 Rg7 draw.
"Black's stalemate defence is thwarted by
underpromotion to wB.N
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No 10308 B.Sidorov (Apsheronsk)
2nd comm. Victory 50

No 10310 K.Presnyakov (Ufa)
4th comm. Victory 50

a8g4 0701.10 4/3

No 10309 G.Polin (Saratov)
3rd comm. Victory 50

Win

flg8 0431.01 3/4 Draw
No 10309 G.Polin l.Sg5 Rg4 2 Rfb Rxg5 3 Rd6
Bh3+ 4.Ke2/i Rg4 5.Kf3 Kg7 6.Rd8 Kh7/ii
7.Rd6/iii Kg7 8Rd8, positional draw. bK must
look after the h-file, bB must protect bR, and bR
must protect bPd4. And Black lacks the
wherewithal to break this chain of iron logic,
i) 4.KO? Rg2+ 5.Kel Rg4 6.Ke2 Bg2 wins,
ii) Rh4 7.Kg3 Re4 8.Kxh3.
iii) 7.Rd7+? Kg6 8.Rd8 Kg5 9.Rg8+ KfS wins.

No 10310 K.Presnyakov I.b6 cxb6 (Sxd6;b7+)
2.d7 Sd5 (else d8Q) 3.d8Q Sb4+/i 4.Kxb6 Sd6/ii
5.Qd7 Sd5+ 6.Ka6 Se7 7.Qxe7 draw. "A string of
uncomplicated stalemates."
i) b5 4.Qc8 Sb4+ 5.Kb6 Sd6 6.Qb7+ Sxb7
stalemate.
ii) b2 5.Qc8 Sd5+ 6.Ka6 Sc7+ 7.Qxc7 Bxc7
stalemate.

a6a8 0036.25 3/9

No 10311 V.Fedoseev (Barnaul)
5th comm. Victory 50

Draw

gle6 0040.11 3/3 BTM, Draw
No 10311 V.Fedoseev l...Bd5 2.a5 bxaS 3.KQ a4
4Ke3 a3 5.Kd4 a2/i 6.Bxd5+ and 7.Bxa2 draw.
NBy giving up his aP White draws by calling on
ReU"
i) Bxhi 6.Kc3 Bd5 7.Kc2 Ba2 8.Kc3 draw.

No 10312 N.Ryabinin
special prize Victory 50

b5e8 0800.25 5/8
No 10312 N.Ryabinin LRa8+

Win
(Kc6? 0-0;) Kd7
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2.Ra7+ Ke8 3.Kc6 Kf8 4.f6 Kg8 5.Ra8+ Kh7
6.Rxh8+ Kxh8 7.d7 flQ 8d8Q+ Kh7 9.Rxfl
Rc2+ 10.Kb6/i Rcl U.Qd3 a3 12 Rdl Kg8
13.Rgl Rxgl 14.Qd8+ Kh7 15Qf8 blQ+ 16,Ka7
wins.
i) 10.Kb7? Rcl ll.Qd3 a3 12.Rdl Rxdl B.Qxdl
a2 14.QM+ Kg8, and there is no wQ check from
a8.
"This special prize was for the correction of a
1988 study (in "64"). The correction works all
right, but in the original (alas, faulty) version the
exterior is to be preferred."

No 10313 G.Nekhaev (Kursk)
special commendation Victory 50

No 10314 S.Osintsev (Ekaterinburg)
1st prize Victory-50 of Zaural

h4el 0434.67 9/11 Win
No 10313 G.Nekhaev l.a8Q cxblQ 2.Rdl+ Qxdl
3.Qe4+ Qe2 4.Qbl+ Qdl 5.Qxdl+ Kxdl
6.exd8Q+ Ke2(Kel) 7.Qxc7 flQ 8.Qc4(Qcl)+
Kf2 9Qxfl+ Kxfl 10.gxh7 g2 ll.h8Q glQ
12Qf6+ Qf2+ 13.Qxf2+ Kxf2 14.g6 g3 15.g7 g2
16.g8Q glQ 17.Qxgl+ Kxgl 18b5 e4 I9.b6 e3
20.b7 e2 21.b8Q elQ 22.Qg3+ Qxg3+ 23.Kxg3
e5 24.a5 e4 25.a6 h4+ 26.Kh3 e3 27.a7 e2
28.a8QelQ29.Qg2 mate.
"The author's complete solution covers eight sides
of manuscript. 12 promotions deserve some
reward, despite the small attraction from the artis-
tic standpoint. But that's chess - as it is."

Victory-50 of Zaura!
Other names: VI Kurgan (Russian) ty for
miniatures.
This formal Russian only tourney was judged by
A.Maksimovskikh and V.Kirillov (Sverdlovsk
region).
The award published in Zauralye 19v95. 30
entries, 10 published. Remarks: the entries were
tested.

c4c7 0031.01 2/3 Draw
No 10314 S.Osintsev l.Sd5+ Kd6 2.Sf6/i Ke5/ii
3.Kd3 h3 4Ke2 Kf4 5.Sh5+ Kg4 6.Sf6+/iii Kg3
7.KH h2 8.Se4+ Kh3 9.SG+ Kg3 10.Se4+/iv Kf3
ll.Sd2+ Bxd2, and the beautiful play climaxes
with a stalemate to match,
i) 2.Sc3? Ke5 3.Se2 Ke4 4.Sxcl h3 5.Se2 h2
6.Sg3+ Kf3 wins.
ii) h3 3.Se4-f Ke6 4.Kd3 Kf5 5.Ke2 h2 6.Kf2
hlQ 7.Sg3+, forking after lively play,
iii) 6.Kf2? Be3+ 7.Kxe3 h2 8.Sf6+ Kh4 wins,
iv) lO.Shl+7 Kf3 11.SI2 Bg5 12.Shl Bh4 13.SQ
Kg3 14 Sh 1+ Kh3, and Black wins.

No 10315 A.Selivanov (Sverdlovsk region)
2nd prize Victory-50 of Zaural

b6d5 0033.10 2/3 Draw
No 10315 A.Selivanov l.Ka6/i, with:
Kd6 2.b6 Sc3 3.b7/ii Kc7 4.Ka7 Sb5+ 5.Ka8

Bd5 stalemate, or
Kc5 2.b6 Bc4+ 3Ka7 Sc3 4.b7 Sb5+ 5.Ka6

Sa3+ 6.Ka7 (Ka5? Bb5;) Sb5+ 7.Ka6, with either
Sc7+ 8.Ka7 Sb5+ 9.Ka6,

positional draw, or
Sd4+ 8.Ka7 Sc6+ 9.Ka8, draw,

i) l.Ka7? Sc3 2.b6 Sb5+ 3.Ka6 Sd4 4.b7 Sc6+
5.Kb6 Kd6, and Black wins. Also not l.Kc7? Sc3
2.b6 Sb5+ 3.Kd7 Be6+ 4.Kd8 Kc6 wins.
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ii) 3.Ka7? Sb5+ 4.Ka6 Sd4 5.b7 Sc6 wins.
"Interesting serendipity of the author with
extremely limited white force.11

No 10316 V.Kovalenko (Maritime Province)
3rd prize Victory-50 of Zaural

No 10318 A.Kubryak (Maritime Province)
1st honourable mention Victory-50 of Zaural

c7g8 0400.10 3/2 Win
No 10316 V.Kovalenko l.Rg7+ Kh8 2.Rg6, with:
Re6 3.Kd7 Ra6 4.Rh6+/i Kg8 5.f7+ and 6.Rxa6

wins, or
Rbl 3.f7 Rfl 4.Rg8+ Kh7 5.flBR wins, not

5.f8Q? Rcl+ 6.Kd7 Rdl+ for stalemate,
i) 4.f7? Ra7+ 5Ke8 Ra8+ 6.Ke7 Ra7+ 7.Kf6
Ra6+ 8.Kg5 Rxg6+ 9.Kxg6 stalemate.
"The motifs are known but the frame is new."

No 10317 V.Shupletsov (Shadrinsk)
Prize for best study with 7 men, Vic*ory-50 of
Zaural

e7h8 0035.10 4/3 Win
No 10317 V.Shupletsov l.Sf7+ Kg8 2.S7h6+ Kh8
3.g6 Bh4+ (Be5;Sf7+) 4.Ke8 (Sxh4? Sf8;) Bf6/i
5.g7+ Bxg7 6.Sf7+ Kg8 7.Se7 mate,
i) Sf6+ 5.Kf7 Bg5 6.g7+ Kh7 7.Sg4 Sg8 8.Sd4
wins.
"Exact play by both sides leads to a picture
mate."

a3a5 0113.02 3/4 Draw
No 10318 A.Kubryak l.Ra7+ Kb5 2.Rb7+ Ka6
3Re7 Sc4+ 4.Ka4 Se3 5.Re6+ Ka7 6.Re7+ Kb8
7.Rb7+ Kc8 8 Rbl Sdl 9.Rcl+ Kb8 10.Rbl+ Ka7
U.Rb7+ Ka6 12.Re7, positional draw.
The composer has replaced wS in a study by
Korolkov and Mitrofanov with wB, thereby ob-
taining a more economical positional draw, but at
the price of giving bR less scope."

No 10319 V.Kalyagin (Ekaterinburg)
2nd honourable mention Victory-50 of Zaural

c8e6 0014.11 4/3 Win
No 10319 V.Kalyagin l.Kd8/i Kh7 2Bd5+ Kf5
3.Sh8 (Sh4? Sg5;) Sg5 4.Ke8 Ke5 5.SH+ Sxf7
6.Kxf7wins.
i) For Sf8+. Not l.Bd5+? Kft 2.Sf8 Ke5 3.Sd7+
Kd4 4Sf6 Sxe4 5.Bxe4 Ke5 drawing.

No 10320 V.DoIgov l.Qhl+ Kg8 2.Qa8+ Kh7
3.Qa7+ Kh6 4.Qe3+ Kh7 5.Qh3+ Kg8 6.Qc8+
Kh7 7.Qc7+ Kh6 8.Qh2+ Qh5 9.Qxd2+ g5
!O.Qd3 Qe8 H.Qh3+ Qh5 12.QS g4 13.Qf4+
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No 10320 V.Doigov (Krasnodar Province)
3rd honourable mention Victory-50 of Zaural

f6h8 4000.02 2/4

No 10321 A.Kargapolov (Almenev Region)
4th honourable mention Victory-50 of Zaural

Win

c5c7 0004.21 4/3 Draw
No 10321 A.Kargapolov l.Sc3 Sxc3 2.Kb4 b2
3.Ka3 blQ 4.d8Q+ Kxd8 5x7+ Ke7/i 6.c8Q
Qa2+ 7.KM Sd5+ 8.Kb5 Qb3+ 9.Kc6 Qc4+
10.Kb7 Qb5+ ll.Ka7 Qb6+ 12.Ka8 Sc7+
13.Qxc7+ Qxc7 stalemate,
i) Or Kxc7;, with the classic draw.

No 10322 V.Kovalenko
commendation Victory-50 of Zaural

No 10322 V.Kovalenko l.Ke5 h2 2.Rd2+ Kg3
3.Rdl Kg2 4.Ke6 hlQ 5.Rxhl Kxhl 6.Kxe7 h5
7.f6 h4 8.f7 h3 9.f8Q h2 lO.Qfl mate.

No 10323 I.Morozov (Kurgan)
commendation Victory-50 of Zaural

a8f5 0001.31 5/2 Win
No 10323 I.Morozov l.SC Kxg6 2.e4 Kg5 3.e3
Kh4 4.e5 Kg3 5.SM+ Kg2 6.e6 Kxhl 7.e7 Kgl
8.e8Q hlQ+ "9.e4 wins'*. The published line stops
here. However, the 4000.10 database tells us
(Thank you, Ken Thompson and John Beasley!)
that Black draws by 9...KO, or 9...Kg2. The other
candidate move, 9...QO, loses to 10.Qe6, or
10.Qe7.

33rd Sverdlovsk ty
(Following on from na smenu!, according to
A.Selivanov)
This formal national tourney was judged by
P.Arestov (Moscow region). The provisional
award published in: Uralsky Problemist No.2(3)
1994. 18 entries by 13 composers, 9 published.

No 10324 E.Markov (Saratov) and N.Ryabinin
(Tambov region)
1st prize 33rd Sverdlovsk tny

d4g2 0100.13 3/4 Win

g4e8 0070.43 6/6 Win
No 10324 E.Markov and N.Ryabinin I.h6/i f6
2.h7 Kf7 (Kfl5;c4) 3.c4 Be6+ 4.Kh5 Bc8 5.a7 Bb7
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6.c5 Ba8/ii 7.a3/iii Bb7 8.a4 Ba8 9.a5 Bb7
10.a8Q Bxa8 U.a6z Bf8 12.Bxf6 Bg7 13.Bxg7
Kxg7 14.Kg5 Kxh7 15.Kf6 Kg8 16.Ke7 Kg7
17.Kd7 Kf7 18.Kc8 Ke7 19.Kb8 Kd7 2O.Kxa8,
and the win is now obvious, seeing that with
wPa7 Black would be stalemated, and now
(humour?) Black loses because of the presence of
his bPc7!
i) l .a7?c5. l'.c4?Be6+.
ii) Bd8 7.Kh6. Bf8 7.Bxf6.
iii) 7a4? Bb7 8.a5 Ba8 9a6, and it's a draw, due
to the continued presence of wPa7.
"A beautiful study."

No 10325 I.Zamotaev and V.Kovalenko
2nd prize 33rd Sverdlovsk tny

d8d2 0037.20 4/4 Draw
No 10325 I.Zamotaev and V.Kovalenko I.g5
Bg7/i 2.Sf5 Bh8 3.g6 Sxf4 4.g7 Se6+ 5.Ke7 Sxg7
6.Sg3 (for Kf7) Sd5+ 7.Kf7 Sf6 8.Se4+ (Kxf6?
Sh5+;)Sxe4 9.Kg8 draw.
i) Sxg5 2.Sf5. Bf8 2.Ke8 Bc5 3.g6 Se4 4.g7
Sf6+ 5.Kf7.

No 10326 V.Kirillov, A.Selivanov and
V.Udartsev
3rd prize 33rd Sverdlovsk tny

the Kaiev MT.
l.Bdl+ fi 2.Bxf3+ SxB 3.Rg8+, with:
Sg5 4Rf8 SO 5.Rg8+ Kh5 6.Rh8+ Kg6 7.Rhl

Sgl 8.Se2 flQ 9.Rxgl+ draws, or
Kf5 4.Rf8+ Ke4 5.Re8+ Kd5 6.Rd8+ Ke6 T.Rdl

Sel 8.Sd3 flQ 9.Rxel+, again with a draw.
"A pair of echo-variations to win the
newly-fledged bQ, with a very beautiful and clear
solution."

No 10327 V.Kalyagin (Ekaterinburg)
honourable mention 33rd Sverdlovsk tny

g3el 0434.10 4/4 Win
No 10327 V.Kalyagin U 7 Bf5 2.Sf3+ Rxf3+
3.Kxf3 Se6 4.c8Q Sd4+ 5.Ke3 Sc2+ 6.Qxc2 Bxc2
7.Ra8 Kfl 8.Ral+ Kg2 9.Ra2 wins.

No 10328 V.Dolgov
HM 33rd Sverdlovsk tny

c6al 4400.01 3/4 Win
No 10328 V.Dolgov l.Qh8+ Rb2 2.Ra3+ Kbl
3.Qh7+ Rc2 4.Rb3+ Kcl 5.Qh6+ Rd2 6.Rc3+
Kdl 7.Qh5+ Re2 8.Rd3+ Kel 9.Qh4+, with:
Qf2 10.Qhl+ Qfl 1 l.Rdl+ Kxdl 12.Qxfl+ wins,

or
R£2 10.Qe4+ Re2 l l .Rdi+ Kxdl 12.Qbl+ wins.

b5g4 0U4.02 4/4 Draw
No 10326 V.Kirillov, A Selivanov and
V.Udartsev A defect eliminated this study from
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No 10329 N.Ryabinin
HM 33rd Sverdlovsk toy

No 10331 V.Kalyagin and t L.Mitrofanov
comm. 33rd Sverdlovsk toy

h7f6 3045.32 7/6 Draw
No 10329 N.Ryabinin I.d7 Bxd7 2.Sd5+ Ke6
3.Sf4+ Ke7 4.Sd5+ Kf8 5.Sf6 Qbl+.6.Kh6 Ke7
7.Sd5+ Ke6 8.Sf4+ Kffi 9.Sd5+ Ke6 10.Sf4+ Ke7
ll.Sd5+ Kf8 12.Sf6 Qcl+ 13.Kh7 Ke7 14.Sd5+
Ke6 15.Sf4+ Ke7 16Sd5+ Kf8 17Sf6 Qc2+
l8.Kh8 Ke7 19.Sd5+ Ke6 2O.Sf4+ KfiS 21.Sd5+
Kg5 22.Bd8+ Kh6 23.SfB Qb2 24.f4 Sxc5 25,Be7
Se6 26.Sf5+ Kg6 27.Sh4+ Kh6 28.SB+, perpetual
check.

No 10330 V.Anufriev (Tula)
commendation 33rd Sverdlovsk tny

flflB 0331.31 5/4 Win
No 10330 V.Anufriev U7 Rhl + 2.Ke2 Rh2+
3.Kdl Rhl+ 4.Kc2 Rh2+ 5.K.M Rhl+ 6.Ka2
Rh2+ 7.Kal Bf6+ 8.Kbl Rhl+ 9.Kc2 Rh2+
lO.Kdl Rhl+ ll.Ke2 Rh2+ 12.KH Rhl+ 13.Kg2
Rgl+ 14.KO Rfl+ 15.Kg4 Rgl+ !6.Kf5 Rfl +
17.Kg6 Bd8 18.a8Q Rf6+ 19.Kg5 wins.

No 10331 V.Kalyagin and t L.Mitrofanovl.Rb3
Bg7 2.Rg3 Bb2 3.Rg2 Bal 4.Ra2 Bg7 5.Kg6 Be5
6.Re2 wins.

f5e7 0130.12 3/4

No 10332 N.Ryabinin
comm. 33rd Sverdlovsk toy

Win

blh6 0420.03 4/5 Win
No 10332 N.Ryabinin l.Rh3+ Kg5 2.Be3+ Kg4
3.Bfl a2+ 4.Kal Ra3 5.Bg2 Rc3 6.RO Ra3 7.Bhl
g5 8Bg2 Rc3 9.Rh3 Ra3 lO.Bfl c6 ll.Bg2 Rc3
12.Rf3 Ra3 13Bhl c5 14Bg2 Rc3 15Rh3 Ra3
16Bfl c4 17.Bg2 Rc3 18.Rf3 Ra3 19.Bhl Rd3
2O.Kxa2 Rdl 21.Bg2 Rel 22.BO wins.

AT (Centenary) of Town of Serov
The award of this formal tourney also abbreviated
to Serov-100 was published in Uralsky Problemist
No.2(3) of 1994 pp22-24.
35 malyutkas from 17 composers entered, 10
published.

No 10333 O.Pervakov l.Ka6/i Sa7/ii 2.Kb6 Kb8
3.a4 Kc8 4.a5/iii Kb8 5.a6 Ka8/iv 6Kc5 Kb8
7Kb6 positional draw.
i) l.Kb6? Sa7 2.a4 Kb8 3.a5 Ka8 4.a6 Kb8,
zugzwang, of the reciprocal variety, to Black's
advantage. Not I.a4? Sa7 2Ka6 c5/v 3.Ka5 Kb8,
and, the last stalemate trap avoided, Black wins.
ii) Sd4 2.Kb6 and 3.Kc5.
iii) 4.Kxa7? c5 5.a5 c4 6.a6 c3 7.Ka8 c2 8.a7
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Kd7 9.Kb7clQwins.
iv) But now the zugzwang is in White's favour.
v) Sc8? 3.a5 Se7 4.Kb6 Kb8 5.a6 Ka8 6.a7, with
yet another reci-zug position.
"Reciprocal zugzwang with a thematic try, a
second attempt to win by reci-zug, stalemates, a
tempo manoeuvre... and a positional draw to top
it off. Not bad for a malyutka."
No 10333 O.Pervakov (Moscow)
prize Serov-100

No 10335 V.Kalyagin
= 1/2 HM Serov-100

a5a8 0003.11 2/3

No 10334 P.Arestov
=1/2 honourable mention Serov-100

Draw

e6e8 0004.10 3/2 Win
No 10334 P.Arestov I.g7 Sg5+ 2.Kf6 Sh7+
3.Kg6 Sf8+ 4.Kh5/i Kf7 5.Kh6z, with:
Se7 6.Sd8+/ii Sxd8 7.Sc6 Sf6 8.Se7+ Kf7 9.Sf5

Se8/iii 10.Sd6+ Sxd6 ll.Kh7, or
Se6 6.Sd8+ Sxd8 7.Kh7, or
Sg6 6.Sd8+ Kg8 7.Sc6 Kf7 8.Se5+ Sxe5 9.Kh7,

all winning.
"Three echo-sacrifices by wS."
i) 4.Kg5? Se6+. 4.Kh6? KHz 5.Sd8+ Kg8 6.Sc6
Sg6z 7.Kxg6 stalemate,
ii) 6.Kh7? Sf8+ 7.Kh8 Sg6+ wins,
iii) Kg8 10.Kg6 wins. Or Sg8+ 10.Kh7 Sf6+
ll.Kh8 wins.

a8c3 0004.10 3/2 Win
No 10335 V.Kalyagin I.d5 Kb4/i 2.d6 Sg5
3.d7/ii, with:
Sf7 4.Sc6+ Kc5 5.Kb7/iii Kd6 6.Sb8 Sd8+/iv

7.Kc8 (Kb6? Sf7;) Ke7 8.Sa6/v Sb7 9.Kc7/vi
winning (Ke6;Sc5+),or

Se6 4.Sb7 Kb5 5.Kb8 Kc6/vii 6.Kc8 Kb6 7.Sd6
(Kb8? Kc6;) Kc6 8.Sc4 Kd5 8.Sa5, winning,
seeing that bK does not occupy the b6 square,
i) A note reads "There is no hurry to move bS."
ii) 3.Sc6+?Kc5 4d7 Se6 (Sf7?) 5.Kb7 Kd6 6.Sb8
Sc5+. Nor 3.Sb7? Kb5 4.d7 Sf7 (Se6?) 5.Kb8
(Sd6+,Kc6;) Se5 6.d8Q Sc6+. These are thematic
tries.
iii) 5.Sb8? Kb6. 5Se5? Kd6. Draws, both,
iv) Ke7 7.Kc7 Sd8, and now, not 8.Sc6+? Sxc6
9.Kxc6 Kd8 10.Kd6, stalemate, but 8.Sa6 Se6+
9.Kc8 with a win.
v) 8.Kc7? Se6+ 10.Kc8 (Kc6,Sf8;) Sd8.
vi) 9.Sc5? Sd6+ 10.Kc7 Se8+ ll.Kc8 (Kc6,SflS;)
Sd6+ positional draw,
vii) Kb6 6.Kc8 Kc6 7.Sd8+ wins.
"These two studies make a curious pair of
S-malyuktas, both no doubt with significance for
theory."
No 10336 A.Bezgodkov and V.Samilo
3rd HM Serov-100

elf3 0001.11 3/2 Win

851



No 10336 A.Bezgodkov and V.Samilo I.b3/i Ke3
2.Sf5+/ii Kd3 3Sg3/iii Kc2 4.b4 Kd3 5.b5 c2
6.Se2 wins.
i) I.b4? Ke4? 2.b5 Kd5 3.Sf5 Kc5 4.Sd4 c2
5.Kd2 wins, but l...Ke3, and 2.Kdl Kd4 (Kd3?
b5) draws, or 2.Sf5+ Kd3 (Ke4? b5) 3.Se3 Kxe3
also draws.
ii) 2Kd l? Kd3 3.Sc6 c2+ 4.Kcl Kc3 5.Sc5 Kb4
draw.
iii) 3.Kdl? c2+ 4.Kcl Kc3 draw.
"The theme: correct choice of the shorter P-move,
in conjunction with the thematic try."

No 10337 D.Gurgenidze
1 st commendation Serov-100

g6a2 0100.02 2/3 Win
No 10337 D.Gurgenidze l.Rh8/i b2 2.Ra8+ Kb3
3Rb8+ Kc3 4.Rc8+ Kd3 5Rd8+ Ke4 6.Re8+ Kf3
7.RTC+ Kg3 (Kg2;Rb8) 8.Rfl e2 9 R b l Kg4
1O.Kh6/ii draw, Kf4 ll.KhS Ke4 12.Kg4 Kd3
13.KO draws.
i) l.Rh7? b2 2.Ra7+ Kb3 3.Rb7+ Kc3 4.Rc7+
Kd4 5.Rd7+ Kc5 6.Rdl e2 7.Rbl Kd4 8.Kf5 Kd3
wins.
ii) lO.KfiS? Kf4 ll.Kg6 Ke4 12.Kg5 Kd3 l3.Kf4
Kc2 wins.
"A highly technical synthesis of known ideas.**
David Blundell comments. "As is, this is incor-
rect. W draws by l.Kf5 b2 2.Ke4. This is cor-
rected by beginning with wRfl (not wRhl). The
first move is then l.RfiB, and the thematic try in
(i) becomes l.Rf7? This was clearly the com-
poser's intention."
DB continues. "An interesting possibility using
this complex is

flBal 0100.02 g8.b3f3 2/3=.
l.Kg7 b2 2.Ra8+ Kbl 3.Kh6. wK must get out of
the way so as to allow wR to give check.
"This is an impure expression of the idea, as the
thematic try 3.Kg6? can be met not only by the
intended 3...Kc2 4.Rc8+ Kd3, but also by the
unintentional 3...12 4.R08 Kcl 5.Rxf2 blQ+.
"Better, and incorporating this idea, is:

f8bl 0100.02 g8.b2e4 2/3=
l.Kg7 e3 2.Kh6 wins, not 2.Kg6? e2 3.Re8 Kcl
4.Rxe2 blQ+. In this version the finale is not as
neat as Gurgenidze's, so maybe the main line
should conclude 2...e2 3Re8 Kcl 4.Rxe2 b lQ
5.Rel+.
"Another setting:

g7bl 0100.02 c3.b2e4 2/3=.
l.Rc8e3 2.Kh6."
David Blundell resumes: "We cari use the play in
the original as an introduction to a positional
draw due to Re"ti (458/'1234'). The basic idea is
seen by removing both bPe4 and wKg6 and ad-
ding bPg3 and wKe7.

e7a2 0100.02 fl.b3g3 2/3*.
l.RfB b2 2.Ra8+ Kb3 3.Rb8+ Kc3 4.Rc8+ Kd3
5.Rd8+ Ke3 6.Rdl g2 7.Rbl Kd3 8.Rgl. A quick
fiddle with this produces:

e7al 100.03 g7.a5b3g3 2/4=.
l.Rg5/i a4/ii 2.Ra5 b2 3.Rxa4+ Kbl 4.Ra8/iii
Kc2/iv 5.Rc8+ Kd3 6.Rd8+ Kc4 7.Rc8/v Kd4
8Rd8+ Ke3 9.Rdi g2 lO.Rbl/vi Kd3 1 l.Rgl Ke3
12.Rbl draw.
i) l.Rxg3? a4 2.Kd6 Ka2 wins,
ii) b2 2.Rxa5+. g2 2.Rxa5+ is OK, but 2.Rxg2?
a4 wins.
iii) 4Ra7? g2 wins. 4Ra6? Kc2 5.Rc6+ Kd3
6.Rd6-»- Kc4, and if now 7.Rc6+, then Kb5 wins,
so: 7Rdl Kb3 8.Rgl Ka2 9.Rg2 Kal wins,
iv) g2 5.Rg8 Kal 6.Ra8+ Kbl 7.Rg8 Kcl 8.Rxg2
blQ9.Rgl+.
v) 7.Rdl? Kb3 8.Rgt Ka2, as in (iii).
vi) Not I0.K-? Kf2 ll.Rd2+ Kg3 12.Rdl Kh2
wins.
R^ti's idea in 458/'1234' was to demonstrate the
difference between 3 files and 4 files separating
bPP. As a consequence the play leading to the
draw is inaccurate, only W's moves 1-4 being
unique. The above study is a dual-free introduc-
tion to the positional draw."
No 10338 V.Kichigin (Perm)
2nd comm. Serov-100

c6b4 0300.20 3/2 Win

852



No 10338 V.Kichigin I.f7 Kc4 2.Kb6/i KM
(Rf6;Ka5) 3.Kc7 Kc5 4.Kd8 Kd6 5.e7 Ral
6.e8S+ wins.
i)2.e7?Rf6+. 2.Kd7?Kd5.
"It all hangs on 2.Kb6!M

David Blundell: Anticipated by Siegbert Tarrasch
(1912)!! (No.69 in Yu.Averbakh rooks volume).

No 10339 V.Kolpakov
3rd comm. Serov-100

c7a8 4010.00 3/2 Win
No 10339 V.Kolpakov l.Bc6+ Ka7 2.Qf2+ Ka6
3.Qe2+ Ka5 4.Qd2+ Ka6 5.Qf2/i Qb3/ii 6.Qfl+
Ka5 7.Qel + Ka6 8.Qal+ wins,
i) Creates a zugzwang. 5.Qd4? Qh7+ 6.Bd7
Qh2+? 7.Kd8 Qb8+/iii 8Bc8+ Ka5 9.Qal+ Kb6
10.Qb2+ Ka7 ll.Qa3+ Kb6 12.Qb4+ Ka7 13.Qa5,
is OK, but Black improves with 6...Qc2+.
ii) Qh7+ 6.Bd7 Qbl 7.Bc8+ Ka5 8.Qa7+ Kb4
9Qb5+. Or Qb4 6.Qe2+Ka5(Ka7)7.Qa2+.
iii) Ka5 8.Qc5+. Or Kb7 8.Bc8+ Kc6 9.Qc4+
Kb6 10.QM+ Kc6 11 .Bb7 mate.
"An interesting nuance to find with such classic
material."

No 10340 V.Kalyagin
special prize Serov-100
'for a synthesis of known ideas'

4.a8Q clQ+ 5Kh7/ii Qc7 6.Qg2/iii Qe7/iv
7.Qg3/v Kf6+ 8Kh6 Qf8+ 9.Kh7 Qf7+ 10Kh6,
a frugal positional draw.
i) l.Kg5? Ke6? 2.a5 Kd6 3.Kxf5 Kc6 4.Ke5 Kb5
5.Kd5 draws, but Black has I...c4 2.Kf4/vi c3
3.Ke3 f4+ 4.Kd3 O draw, "a swimming
quadrant".
ii) 5.Kh5? Qdl+ 6.Kh6 Qd2+ 7.Kh5 Qe2-«- 8.Kh6
Qe3+ 9.Kh5 Qh3+ 10.Kg5 Qg4+, mating.
iii) 6.Kh6? Qf4+ 7.Kh5 Qg4+. If 6.Qa6? Qh2+
7.Qh6 Qxh6+ 8.Kxh6 f4 wins. Or if 6.Qg8+?
Kf6+ 7Kh8 Qh2+. And if 6.Qa2+? K£6+ 7.Kh6
Qg7+.
iv) Kf8+ 7.Kh6 Qf4+ 8.Kh5 draw.
v) 7.Qg8+? Kf5+, and 8.Kh6 (Kh8,Qe5;) Qe3+
9.Kh5Qh3.

"All the following in this P/Q malyutka:
promotion, moving quadrant, ladder, ambush,
battery, mate, and positional draw.1*

No 10341 P.Arestov
special honourable mention Serov-100
'for a study with Kopnin material'

h6f7 0000.12 2/3 Draw
No 10340 V.Kalyagin I.a5/i c4 2.a6 c3 3.a7 c2

g7c7 0130.10 3/2 Win
No 10341 P.Arestov l.Kf6/i Kd8 (Bxf7;Ke7)
2.Re7/ii Bd5 3.Re5 (Ke5? Kxe7;) Bb3/iii 4.Re3
(Rb5? Ba4;) Bc4 5.Re4/iv Bb5 (Bd5;Rd4) 6.Ke6
Bxd7+ 7.Kd6 wins.
i) l.Rf2? Be6. l.Re7? Bd5 2Kfb Bc6. Draws,
ii) 2Rg7? Bc4 3.Rg4 Bb5 4.Ke6 Bxd7+. 2.Rh7?
Bb3 3Rh3 Ba4 4.Ke6 Bxd7.
iii) Bc6 4.Ke6 Bxd7+ 5.Kd6 wins,
iv) 4Rc3? Be6 5.Kxe6 stalemate.

No 10342 D.Gurgenidze l.BcS/i Kc4 2.Bb6 Kd3
3.Sc7 Ke2 4.Sd5 Kfl 5.Se3+ Kgl/ii 6.Sg4+/iii
Khl 7.SQ+ Kh2 8.Bc7+ Kgl 9.Sh3+ Khl 10.Bb6
Kh2 ll .Sgl wins.
i) l.Bh2? Kc4 2.Sc7 Kd3 3.Se6 Ke2 4.Sg5 KH
5.Sh3 glQ 6Bxgl Kg2 draw.
ii) Kf2 6.Sf5+ Kfl 7.Sg3+.
iii) 6.Sf5+? Kh2 7.Sd4 glS draws.
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8.Bc7+ explains 2Bb6.
No 10342 D.Gurgenidze
special commendation Serov-100
'for reworking of a known idea'

No 10343 David Gurgenidze (Georgia)
prize Jan van Reek-50 I

b8b3 0011.01 3/2 Win

Jan van Reek-50 J T
This international formal tourney was organised
by STES. Judge: Jan van Reek and director
Geurt Gijssen. The original announcement was in
Schakend Nederland and by personal invitations.
The definitive award was published in a 28-page
brochure in green cover purchased from BCPS,
£2.50 xi95, the I lth book of STES - ISBN
90-74827-11-X "July 10, 1995". The award was
signed by Jan van Reek, in an 'Epilogue'.
64 studies from 37 composers from 18 countries
were entered.
Remarks: An interesting new approach to judging
was introduced, resembling the WGCT consul-
tation process, but the tourney was not
anonymous. In addition to circulating the com-
petitors with all entries, the judge corresponded
with some of them. This resulted in amendments
and corrections. In view of this, and the
reputations of many entrants, the standard was
deemed 'excellent'. Announced as in two sections
(miniatures and 'ultra modern') there were finally
three sections: miniatures; 'seven chessmen'; ultra
modern
(multi-phase). "Decisions about prizes are final,
although future analyses might lead to new
opinuions about... quality ..."

Section I: "miniatures"
We read: "50 studies of great quality were entered
for the miniatures section. Studies with 5 or 6
chessmen were judged separately". The inclusion
in the 'under-7* section award of the Vandiest
study with 7 men is not explained.

e8c4 0003.11 2/3 BTM, Draw
No 10343 David Gurgenidze Black has two lines
to choose from: l...Sd5 2.f7/i Sf6+ 3.Ke7 Sh7
4.f8Q/ii Sxf8 5.Kf6 Kd4 6.Kf5 Ke3 7.Kg4 draw,
or l...Se4 2.Ke7 (f7? Sd6+;) Sg5 3.Kf8/iii h5
4.Kg7 h4 5.Kg6 Se6 6.Kf5 Kd5 7.Kg4 draw,
i) 2.Kf7? h5 3.Kg6 Sxffc.
ii) 4.Ke6? Sg5+. Or 4.Kd6? Kd4.
iii) Recalls the Sarychevs' study.
"Until now we knew of the Re"ti manoeuvre only
against a bishop."

No 10344 Karel Husak (Czech Rep.)
honourable mention Jan van Reek-50 I

a3c2 0310.01 2/3 Draw
No 10344 Karel Husak l.Kb4 Kd3 2.Kc5 Rc8
3.Be7 Ke4 4.Kd6 Re8 (c5;Kd7) 5.Bh4/i Rh8
6.Be7 Re8 7.Bh4 Rh8 8.Be7 Rh6+ 9.Kc5 Ke5
10Bd8Re6 H.Bc7+Kf6
12 Bd6 and 13 Kxc6 draws,
i) 5Bg5? c5. If 5.Bf6? Ra8, with a number of
possibilities:
6.Bg7 Rg8 7.Bc3/ii Rg6+ 8.Kc5 Rg2 9.Bb4 Rb2
10Ba3Rc2+ H.Kd6Kd4.
Or 6.Bc3 Rd8+ 7Kc5 Rdl 8.Bb4 Rbl 9.Ba3
(Bd2,Rb2;) Rb3 10.Bb4 Rb2 1 l.Ba3 Rc2+ 12.Kd6
Kd4.
Or 6Bb2 Ra2 7.Bc3 Kd3, and 8Bel Rc2 9.Bb4
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Kc4, or 8.Bb4 Kc4 9.Bc5 Kb5.
Or 6.Be7 Ra6 7.Kc5 Ke5 8.Bd8 Ke6 9.Bb6 Kd7.
Or 6.Bh4 Ra6 7.BO Kd3 8.Kc5 Ra2 9.Bel Rc2+
10.Kd6 c5.
Or 6.Kc5 Ra5+ 7.Kd6 (Kb6,Rf5;) c5 8.Bc3
(Bd8,Ra8;) Ra3 9.Bb2 Ra2(Rb3).
ii) 7.Bb2 Rg6+ 8.Kc5 Rg2 9.Ba: Rc2+ 10Kd6
Kd4.

No 10345 Julien Vandiest (Belgium)
commendation Jan van Reek-50 I

b8b6 4010.02 3/4 Win
No 10345 Julien Vandiest l.Bc4+ Ka5 2.Qa2+
Kb4 3.Qb3+ Kc5 4.Qb5+ Kd4 5.Qxh5 glQ
6.Qd5+ Kc3 7.Qd3+ Kb4 8.Qb3+ Kc5 9.Qb5+
Kd6 10.Qd5+ Ke7 ll.Qe6+ Kd8 12.Qd6+ Ke8
13Kc8 Qg4+ 14.Be6 Qg5 15.Qd7+ Kf8 16.Qf7
mate.
David Blundell comments: "The g7 pawn
prohibits a dual win with Qf6+, and avoids a
stalemate defence with 13...Qc5+. If we eliminate
this pawn the given main line fails and so the win
with Qf6+, becomes the only method. The fol-
lowing dispenses with one pawn (bringing it into
the correct section of the award!), though it does
include a checking dual."
No 10346 David Blundell
first publication - after Vandiest

U.Qe6+(Qf7+) Kd8 12.Qf6+/i Kd7 13.Bb5 mate,
i) 12.Qd6> Ke8 13.Kc8? Qc5+ 14.Qxc5
stalemate.

No 10347 Petro Rossi (Italy)
comm. Jan van Reek-50 I

c8c5 0013.11 3/3 Draw
No 10347 Petro Rossi ?.h7 Sd6+/i 2.Kb8/ii glQ
(Sf7;Ka7) 3.Bb6+ Kxb6 4.h8Q Qbl (Ka6;Kc7)
S.Qal Qxal stalemate.
i) glQ 2.h8Q Sd6+ 3.Kc7 Sb5+ 4.Kd7 Qg4+
5.Ke7 Qe4+ 6.KfB.
ii) 2.Kc7? SH 3.h8Q Sxh8 4.Kb7 Kd5, and a
technical win.

hors concours
Paul V.Byway (England)
This entry was with orthodox men for a 12x8
Courier Chess board. The composer runs a section
in the magazine Variant Chess.

Section II: "seven chessmen
No 10348 Eduard Iriarte (Argentina)
1st prize Jan van Reek-50 II

b8b6 4010.01 3/3
No 10346 David Blundell

h3a2 0010.13 3/4 Win
No 10348 Eduard Iriarte l.Kg2/i Kb3/ii 2.Kxf2
Kb4/iii 3.Kg3/iv Kc5/v 4.Be4 a3 5.Bbl Kd6
6.Kh4/vi Ke7/vii 7.Kh5 KH 8.Kh6 Kg8 9Bxh7+
Kh8 lO.goVviii a2 U.g7 mate.
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i) l.Bd5+? Ka3 2.Kg2 Kb4 3.Kxf2 Kc5 4.Bg6 a3
5.KO Kd6 6.Kg4 Ke7 7.Kf5/ix Kf8 8.Ba2 Kg7
9Bbl h6 10.g6 h5 M.Kg5 h4 12.Kxh4 a2 draw.
ii) Kb2 2.Kxf2 a3 3.Bd5 Kc3 4.Ke3.
iii) Kc4 3.Be4 a3 4.Bxh7.
iv) 3.Be4? a3 4.Bbl Kc3 (for Kb2;) 5.Ba2 Kd4
6.KO Ke5 7.Kg4 Ke4 8.Bg8 Ke3 9.Kg3 Ke2
10.Kg2 Ke3 ll.Kg3 Ke2 12.Bc4+ Ke3 13.Bg8
Ke2 14.Kg4 KO 15.Kh5 Kg3 16.Be6Kf4 17.Kh6
Ke5 18.Bg8Kf4draw.
Or 3.Ke3? Kc5 and 4.Be4 a3 5.Bbl Kd6, or
4.Kd3 a3 5Kc3 a2 6Kb2 Kd4 draw.
v) a3 4.Bd5 Kc5 5.Ba2 Kd6 6.Kf4 Ke7 7.Kf5
Kf8 8.Kf6.
vi) 6.Kg4? Ke5, and 7.Ba2 Ke4, or 7.KO h6.
vii) Ke5 7Kg4 Kd4 8.Kf4 Kc3 9.Ba2 Kd3
10.KB Kd2/x U.Bg8 Kel 12.Bc4 Kd2.
viii) lO.Bbl? a2 1 l.Bxa2 stalemate.
ix) 7.Kh5 Kf8 8Ba2 Kg7 9.Bbl Kh8.
x) Kd4 11.Bg8 Kc3 12.Ke3 Kb2 13.Kd4 wins.

No 10349 Michal Hlinka (Slovakia)
2nd prize Jan van Reek-50 II

a6c7 0430.11 3/4 Draw
No 10349 Michal Hlinka l.Ka5/i Rb3/ii 2.Ka4
Bf6 3.Rd5 Rc3 4.Kb4 Kc6 5.Rf5/iii Kc7/iv
6.Rd5/v Kc6 7.Rf5 Kd7/vi 8x5 Ke7 (d2;Rd5+)
9.Rxf6 draw.
i) l.Rxd3? Kc6 2.Ra3 Rb2 wins (theory says so),
ii) Rb2 2.Rxd3 Be7 3.Re3 Bd6 4.Re8 Kc6 5.Rc8+
draw.
iii) 5.Rd8? Ra3 6.Rd5 Be7+.
iv) d2 6.Rc5+ Kb6 7.Rb5+ Ka6 8 Ra5+, the first
positional draw.
v) 6.Rxf6? d2 7.RO+ Kd8 8.Rf8+ Ke7 9.Rfl
Rcl.
vi) Kc7 8.Rd5, the second positional draw.
"Hlinka achieves great results with his favourite
material."

No 10350 Oleg Pervakov (Moscow)
3rd prize Jan van Reek-50 II

e-1b3 0014.il 4/3 Win
No 10350 Oleg Pervakov l.Scl+/i Kb2/ii
2.Sd3+/iii Kc3 3.Bf5/iv Se3/v 4.Be4 Kd4 5.Sf2
Sg4/vi 6.Sxg4 Kxe4 7.Sh6 Ke5 8.Sf7+ Kf6 9.Sh8,
and the wS manoeuvre from a2 to h8 is decisive,
i) l.Be6? Kxa2 2.Bxd5+ Ka3, and reaches f8.
ii) Kc2 2.Se2 Kd3/vii 3.Bf5+ Ke3 4.Bbl Sf4
5.Sg3 Kf3 6.Se4 Kg4 (Sxg6;Sd2+) 7.Sf6+ Kg5
8.Sh7+Kh6 9.Sf8 wins,
iii) 2Kd2? Se7 Or 2.Bb7? Sf4.
iv) 3.Se5? Se7 4.Bg4 Kd4 5.SO+ Ke3 6.Sh4 Kf4.
Or 3Ba6? Sc7 4.Sc5 Kd4 draw,
v) Se7 4Be4 Kd4 5.Sf2 Ke5 6.Bb1 Kf6
(Kf4;Sd3+) 7.Sg4+ Kg5 8.Se5 Kf6 9.Sd7+ Kg5
10.Sf8. • -
vi) Ke5 6.Bbl Kf6 7.Sh3 Sf5 8.Sf4 Kg5
(Ke5;Sh5) 9.Se6+ Kxg6 1O.Sd4.
vii) Se7 3.Be6 Kd3 4.Ba2 Ke3/viii 5.Bbl Sd5
6.Sg3 Kf4 7.Sf5 Kg5/ix 8.Sd6 Sf4 9.Sf7+ Kf6
10.Sh8.
viii) Ke4 5.Bbl+ Ke5 6.Kf2 Kf6 7.Sf4 Kg5
8.Se6+Kf6 9Sf8
ix) Ke5 8.Sxg7 Kf6 9.Se8+.

No 10351 Vladimir and Leonard Katsnelson (St
Petersburg)
4th prize Jan van Reek-50 II

glal 0400.21 4/3 Win
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No 10351 Vladimir and Leonard Katsnelson
l.Re6 Kb2 2x4 Kc3 3c5 Kd4 4.c6, with:
Kd5 5.c7 Rg8+ 6.Rg6 hxg6/i 7.d7 wins, or
Rg8+ 5.Kh2(Khl) Kd5 6.Re8 Rxe8 7.d7 Rd8

8.c7 wins.
i) Rxg6+;, leads to a lost endgame.
"wR is sacrificed on different squares. A decisive
tempo is won in both cases."

No 10352 Andrei Zhuravlev (Russia)
1 st special prize Jan van Reek-50 II

has lost amove.
No 10353 J.Vandiest
2nd special prize Jan van Reek-50 II

g4d7 0031.21 4/3 Win
No 10352 Andrei Zhuravlev l.Sfi Ke6/i 2.Kg5
Kf7 3.h6 Bd6/ii 4.a4 a5/iii 5.Kf5 Kg8/iv 6Kg6/v
Bf4 7.Sd4/vi Bd6/vii 8.Sc6/viii Bc7 9.Se7+ Kh8
10.Sf5 Be5 (Bb8(Bh2);Sd4) ll.Sg7/ix Bd6 12Se6
Be7 13.Sd4/x Bd6/xi i4.Sf3(Sc6) Bf4(Bd6) 15.h7
and mates.
i) Bd6 2.h6 Bf8 (Bxa3;Se5+) 3.h7 Bg7 4.Kf5 Ke7
5.Kg6 wins. Or Ke7 2.Kf5 Kf7 3.h6 Kg8 4.Sg5
("simpler than Kg6") Bd8 5.h7+ Kg7 6h8Q+.
ii) a6 4.Kf5 Kg8 5.Sg5.
iii) a6 5.Kf5 Kg8 6.Kg6 Bf4 7.h7+ Kh8 8.a5,
position of reciprocal zugzwang.
iv) Be7 6.Se5+, or Bg3 6.Sg5+, in either case
with 7.Kg6 and 8.h7+ to follow,
v) 6.Sg5? Be7 7.Kg6 Bxg5.
vi) 7.h7+? Kh8, and a draw known from O.Hey
(1913). 7Sel? Bxh6 8.Kxh6 Kf7 9.Kg5 Ke6
10.Kf4 Kd5 ll.Ke3 Kc4 12.Sd3 Kb3 (Kc3? Ke4),
and the position resembles a Kubbel (Rigaer
Tageblatt, 1914).
vii) Be5 8.Se6. Or Bg3 8,Sf5 Bf4 9.Se7+.
viii) To win, White must skirt round the Hey
draw. 8.SB? Bffl 9.Se3 (Sg7? Bxg7;) Bd6 10.Sd5
Kh8/xii ll.SfiS Bf4 12.Se4 Kg8 13.SC5 Bd6
14.Se6 Be7. "Similar positions arise after 8.Se6?
From c6, and only from there, can wS reach e7,
the paired squares being Sf5/Bf8 and Sd5/Bd6.
ix) 1 !.Se3(?) Kg8, is a loss of time,
x) 13.h7?Bh4 14.Sd4 Bg3 15.Sc6 Bc7, or 15.Se6
Bh4, or 15.Sf5(Sf3) Bf4.
xi) Compare with the position on move 7: White

a4cl 4010.02 3/4 Win
No ^0353 J.Vandiest l.Qe4 Qh5/i 2Bxb4 Qd1+/ii
3.Ka3 Qd8/iii 4.Bc5 Kdl/iv 5Kb3/v Qg8+^ I<0>2
QhS- vi 7.Kbl Qh3/vii 8.Bb4 Qb3+ 9.Kai Qg3
10 Kii2 QO+ 11.Kb 1 wins. "11 moves in a
Q- tiding - and White gives no checks" - at least,
not in the composer's 'main line',
i) Qb5+ 2 Kb3. Or Kdl 2.Kb3 QgS+ 3.Kb2
Qh8+ 4.Kbl Qc3 5.Qg4+ and 6.Bxb4.
ii) Qh3 3.Qel+ Kc2 4 Qd2+ Kbl 5.Qdf+ Kb2
6.Bc5 Kc3 7.Qb3+. Or Qh2 3.Ba3-f Kd2 4.Qd4-»-
Kel 5.Qal+ Kf2 6.Qa2+ Kgl 7.Bc5+ Khl
8.Qd5->- Qg2 9.Qd1+ Kh2 10.Bd6+ Kh3 ll.Qh5
mate.
iii) a5 4.Qe3+ Kbl 5.Bd2 a4 6Qd3+ Qc2 7.Qfl+.
Or Qd7 4.Qel+ Kc2 5.Qe2+ Kcl 6Bc5 Qh3+
7.Be3+.
iv) Qa5+ 5.Kb3 Qxc5 6.Qel mate. Or Kd2
5Be3+ Kc3 6.Qb4+.
v) 5Kb2? Qd2+ 6.Kb3 Qe2 7.Qbl+ Kd2 draw,
vi) Qb8+ 7.Bb4 Qh8(Qh2)+ 8.Kbl.
vii) Qc3 8Qg4+ Kd2 9.Bb4. Or a5 8.QO+ Kd2
9.Be3+ Kc3 10.Bgl+ Kb4 ll.Qb7+ Kc4 12.Qc6+
Kb4 13.Qc5+ Kb3 14.Qb5+ Kc3 15.Qb2+.
No 10354 Henk Enserink (Holland)
honourable mention Jan van Reek-50 II

g6ct 0410.11 4/3 Win

857



No 10354 Henk Enserink l.Rf4+ Kd5/i 2.Rd4+/ii
Kc6/iii 3.Rc4+ Kb7/iv 4.Bc5 e2 5.RM+ (Bf2?
Rxa7,j Kc6 6.Rbl Rxbl 7.a8Q+ Kxc5 S.CK-t/v
Kc4 9.Qa2+wins.
i) Preventing 2.Bc5. If Kd3 2.Rd4+ Kc2 3.Rd7.
ii) 2.Pf5+? Kc6 3.Rf6+ Kb7 draw.
iii) Kxd4 3.Bf6+ Kd3 4.Bxal e2 5.Bc3 Kxc3
6a8Q elQ 7.Qa5+.
iv) ¥ 5 4.Rc5+ Kb6 5.Rcl wins.
v) 8.oc8+? Kd4. Or 8.Qa7+?? Rb6+.

No 10355 Genrikh Kasparyan (Armenia)
hon.men. Jan van Reek-50 II

hlh3 0350.10 4/3 Draw
No 10355 Genrikh Kasparyan Yes, the two white
bishops are really both on light squares! 1 .aBe6+/i
Kg3 2.Bc4 Ra5 3.Ba2 Rf5 4.aBc4 Re5 5.e8Q
Rxe8 6cBe6 RfS 7.eBf7 Ra8 8.Ba2 Ra3 9.gBb3
Ra6 10.Be6 Ra4 H.eBc4 Ra5 12Bd5 Ra7 13.Bf7
Rb7 14.aBb3 Rb5 15.fBd5 Rb4 16.dBc4 Rb6
17.Be6 Rb8 18.Bg8 Rc8 19.bBc4 Rd8 20xBd5
Rd7 21.gBf7 Re7 22.dBe6 Rc7 23.Bc4 Rc6
24.fBe6 Rc5 25.eBd5 Rc7 26.Bf7 Rd7 27.cBd5
Rd6 28.fBe6 draw.
i) 1 iBc4? Re5 2.e8Q Rxe8 3.cBe6+ Kg3, and
win*.

No .0356 Axel Ornstein (Sweden)
hon.men. Jan van Reek-50 II

No 10356 Axel Ornstein l.Kc2/i Sd4+ 2.Kd3 Sf5
3.Bb8/ii Kh4 4.Ke4 Sg3+/iii 5.Kf3 Sf5 6.Kg2
Se3+ 7Kh2 Sfl+ 8.Kgl Sg3 9.Kg2 Se2 10.Se7/iv
Sf4+ 1.1.Kh2 Sxh3 12.Kg2 Kg4/v 13.Sd5 Sg5
14.Se3+Kh4 15.Bg3 mate.
i) l.Bg3? Sd4 2.Se7 SO 3.Bf2 Kf4 4.Sd5+ Kf5
5.Kc2h4draw.
ii) 3.Bc7? Kh4 4Ke4 Sg7. 3.Be5? Kh4 4.Ke4
Sg3+ 5.KB Sf5 6Kg2 Se3-»- 7.Kh2 Sfl+ 8.Kgl
Se3.
iii) Sg7 5.Ke5 Kxh3 6.Kf6 Se8+ 7.Kf7, and
Black's knight is lost.
iv) 10.Kh2 Sf4 ll.Se7, is an inversion of moves.
10.Sf6? Sf4+ ll.Kh2 Sxh3 12.Kg2 Sf4+ 13.Bxf4
stalemate.
v) Sg5 13.Sf5+ Kg4 14.Se3(Sh6)+ Kh4 I5.Bg3
mate.
No 10357 Yochanan Afek (Israel)
hon.men. Jan van Reek-50 II

blg5 0014.11 4/3 Win

b3bl 3012.01 4/3 Draw
No 10357 Yochana» Afek l.Sc4/i Qdl+/ii 2.Kc3
Qcl+ 3.Kb3/iii Qdl+ 4.Kc3 Qel+ 5.Sd2+ Kal/iv
6.Se2/v Qxe2 7.Sb3+ KbI 8.Be4+ Qxe4 9.Sd2+
draws.
i) l.Be4+?Kal 2.Sc4 Qel.
ii) Qc2+ 2.Kb4 Qg6?? 3.Be4+.
iii) 3.Kd3? Qc2+ 4.Kd4 Qf2+.
iv) Ka2 6.Bd5+ Ka3 7gSe4.
v) White cannot keep all his pieces. 6.gSe4?
Qcl+ 7.Kb3 Qxc6 8.Sc3 Qb7+ 9.Kc2 Qb2+
10.Kd3 c5 ll.Sc4 Qb4 12.Sd2 Qd4+ 13.Kc2 c4
!4.dSe4Qe3.
No 10358 Javier Rodriguez Ibran I.g6+ Kg4
(Kh5;gxh7) 2.g7 Rh3+ 3.Kg2(Kgl) Rg3+ 4.Kf2
Kh3 5.Bf8/i Rg6 6.KD (d4? Kg4;) Kh4/ii
7.Kf4/iii Rg4+ 8.Kf5 Rg5+ 9.Kf6 Kg4 10.d4 h5
Il.d5/iv h4 12.Bd6 h3/v 13.Be5 (Bh2? Rf5+;)
Rf5+ 14.Ke6 Rg5 15.KH Rf5+ 16.Bf6, winning,
i) 5.Bf6? Rg6 6.Ke3 Kg4 7.Ke4 h5.
ii) Rg3+ 7.Kf4 Kg2 8.d4 h5 9.d5 h4 10.d6 Rxg7
ll.Bxg7 h3 12.d7 h2 13.d8Q hlQ 14.Qd2+.
iii) "The upward movement has to continue."
7.d4? Kg5.
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iv) ll.Bd6? Rxg7 12.Kxg7 Kf5 13.Be5 Ke6 draw.
v) Rf3+ 13. Ke6 Rg5 14.Be5 Rg6+ 15.Kf7 Kf5
16.d6.
No 10358 Javier Rodriguez Ibran (Spain)
hon.men. Jan van Reek-50 II

No 10360 Aleksandr P.Grin (Moscow)
hors concours Jan van Reek-50 II

h2h4 0310.21 4/3
No 10359 E.Iriarte
hon.men. Jan van Reek-50 II

Win

e5a5 0010.13 3/4 Win
No 10359 E.Iriarte l.Ke4 Kb5/i 2.Be7 Kc4/ii
3.Bf8/iii b6/iv 4.Be7 b5 5.Bf8 Kc3 (a2;Bg7)
6.Ke3 b3 7.Bxa3 b4 8.Bcl Kc2 9.d6 Kxcl 10.d7
b2 U.d8QblQ 12.Qd2 mate,
i) b3 2.Kd3 Kb5 3.Be7 a2 4.Bf6 Kc5 5Ke4 b5
6.Bb2(Bal).
ii) Ka4 3d6 b3 4Kd3 a2 5.Bf6 Ka3 6d7 b2
7.Bxb2+ Kxb2 8.d8Q alQ 9.Qb6+.
iii) Zugzwang. [David Blundell: not a true
zugzwang, as Be7, is a good waiting move]
iv) Kc3 4Ke3 Kc2 5d6 b3/v 6.d7 b2 7.d8Q blQ
8.Qd3+ Kb2 9.Qxa3+ Kc2 10.Qd3+ Kb2 1 l.Qb5+
Ka2 12.Qa4+ Kb2 13.Bg7+ Kcl 14.Qa3+ Kdl
15.Qd6+Kc2 16.Qd3+.
v) a2 6.Bg7 b3 7d7 b2 8d8Q alQ 9.Qd3+ Kcl
10.Bh6.

h8el 0233.01 3/4 Draw
No 10360 Aleksandr P.Grin l.Rh7/i Bxh7 2.Rg2
h)^ 3Re2+Kdl (Kfl;Rel+)4.Rd2+ Kcl 5.Rc2+
Kb 1 5.Rb2+ Kal 7.Ra2+ Kxa2 stalemate,
i) l.Re8+? Kf2 2Rxg6 hlQf 3.Kg8 Qh5, and
4xRc6 Se7+, or 4.Kf7 Sd6+, or 4.gRe6 Qg5+.

Section III: ultra modern
No 10361 Nikolai Kralin and Oteg Pfervakov
(Moscow)
=1 st/3rd prize Jan van Reek-50 111

"fif8 0031.76 9/8 Win
No 10361 Nikolai Kralin and Oleg Pervakov
l.Sc3 Bxc2 2.b6 (Kgl? Bxf5;) Kf7 3.b7 h2 4.Kg2
Bb3/i 5.Khl/ii Bc4 6.b8B/iii Ke7 7.Ba7 Bf7/iv
8.Be3 Bxh5/v 9.Sd5+ KH 10Sf4 Bg4 ll.Sg2/vi
Bxf5 12.Bf4 Be4 (Kg6;Sh4+) 13.Bxg3 Kg6
14:Bf4 wins. "The fortress did not become a
prison.11

i) Preparing the stalemate after 5.b8Q? Bd5+
6.Sxd5/vii hlQ+ 7.Kxhl g2+.
ii) 5.b8S? Bc2 6.Sc6 Bxf5 7Sd4 Bh3+ 8.Khl
Bc8. Or 5.b8B? Ke7 6Khl Kd7 7.Ba7 Bf7, and
Bxh5.
iii) "Themes of the first phase are stalemate
avoidance and underpromotibn."
iv) Bd3 8.Sd5+ KH 9.Se3 Be4+ 10.Sg2.
v)d5 9.Bc5+and 10.Se2.
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vi) "A fortress has been built."
vii) 6Kxg3 h lQ 7.Qc7+ Ke8 8.Qc8+ Ke7
9.Sxd5+ Qxd5 10.Qxa6 Qe5+.

No 10362 Vazha Neidze (Georgia)
=lst/?rd prize Jan van Reek-50 III

c8e5 3260.64 9/8 Draw
No 10362 Vazha Neidze I.b6 Qa8+ 2.Kd? Ba2/i
3.b3 Bxb3 4 Rc5+ (Rc8? Be6+;) Bd5 5.R.vd5+
Kxd5 6.Rf5+ Be5 7.Rf8 Qb8/ii 8.Rxb8 Bxb8/iii
9.Kc8 Bf4 10Kxb7 Bxh6/iv ll.Kxa6 Kc6 12.b7/v
Bf4 13b8Q/vi Bxb8 stalemate,
i) Qg8 3.Rc5+. Or Bxd3 3.Rc8 Bb5+/vii 4.Kc7
Qxc8+ 5Kxc8 Bc6 6Rf7 Kd5 7.Rxb7 draw,
ii) Qxf8;, is stalemate, but only because the
b-pawn was sacrificed,
iii) End of phase 1. .

iv) Kc5 U.Kxa6 KM 12.Kb7 Kxa5 13.Kc6 Kb4
14.b7 and 15.Kd5 draw. Worse for Black is
Bxd2? 11.Kxa6 Kc6 12.b7 Bf4 13.Ka7 Kb5
14.a6, when White wins.
v) 12.Ka7? Bf8 13.b7 (a6,Bc5;) Bd6 14:b8Q
(Ka6,Kc5;) Bxb8+ 15.Kxb8 Kb5 16.Kb7 Kxa5
17.Kc6 h5 18.Kd5 h4 19.Ke4 Kb4.
vi) 13.Ka7?Kb5 14a6 h5.
vii) Qxc8+ 4Kxc8 Be4 S.RflB BfS 6.Re8+.

No 10363 Harrie Grondijs (Holland)
=lst/3rd prize Jan van Reek-50 III

No 10363 Harrie Grondijs l.Rxf6 Rxf6 2.Rxf6
Rf5/i 3.exf5/ii flQ 4.f8Q BxfB 5.Rxf8 Qxf5
6.Rxf5 gxf5/iii 7.Bb8/iv Kxb8 (h4;Bh2) 8.g3,
with:
f4 9gxf4 h4 10.f5 h3 1 Lf6 h2 12.H hlQ 13.f8Q

Qc6 (for Qc8+;) 14.Ke7+ Qc8 15.Qf4+ Ka8
16.Qa4+ Kb8 17.Qa7 mate, or
h4 9.gxh4 f4 10.h5 f3 Il.h6 C I2.h7 flQ
13.h8Q Qal/v 14.Qg8 Qa2 15.Qe8 Qa4 16.Qe5+
Ka8 17.Qh8 wins,
i) "An anti-critical defence."
ii) 3.f8Q? BxfB 4.exf5 Bh6 5.fxg6 Bg5.
iii) End of phase 1.
iv) 7.g3? f4 8.gxf4 h4 9.f5 h3 10.f6 h2 11.f7 h lQ
12f8Q Qh8(Qh7) with stalemate to follow,
explains the bishop sacrifice,
v) "We recognise Joseph."

No 10364 Axel Grnstein (Sweden)
1st honourable mention Jan van Reek-50 III

d8a8 0843.44 8/9 Win

eld6 0041.23 5/5 Draw
No 10364 Axel Omstein l .KC h2/i 2Sb5+ (Kg3?
Bc6;) Kc5/ii 3.Kg3 d2 4.Sc3 Kd4 5.Se2+/iii Kc5
6.Sc3 Kc4 7.Sdl/iv Bf3 8.Kxh2 (Se3+? Kd3;)
Bxdl 9.e7/v Kc3/vi lO.Kg3 Bb3 ll.Bh5 Ba4
12.Kf4/vii Be8/viii 13.Bxe8 dlQ/ix 14.Ke5 Qd4+
15.Ke6 Qb6+ 16.Kf7 Qc7/x 17.Ke6 Qc4+ 18.Kf6
Qf4+ 19.Ke6 Qh6+ 2O.Kf7 Qh5+ (Qd6;a4)
21.Kf8 Qe5 22.BH Qd6 23.Bg8 draw. "Black can
neither win material nor usefully advance his
king."
i) d2 2.Ba4 h2 3.e7 Kxe7 4.Kg3.
ii) Ke7 3.Kg3 Kxe8 4.Kxh2 d2 5.Sc3.
iii) 5.Kxh2? Kxc3 6.Bh5 Bc6 7.Kg3 Kc2.
iv) 7.e7? Bd5 8.Bb5+ Kxc3 9.e8Q hlS+ 10.Kf4
dlQ.
v) 9.Kg3? Be2 10.e7 dlQ H.Bf7+ Kd4 12.e8Q

Qgl+.
vi) Kd4 10.Kg3 Kc3 ll.Kf4 Kb2 12.Ke3 Kcl
13.a4 Bf3 14.Bb5 Bh5 15.Be2 Bxe2 16e8Q dlQ
17.Qc6+ Kb2 18.Qb6+ draw.
vii) 12.Bdl? Be8 13.Kf4 Kb2.
viii) Kb2 13.Ke4 Bb5 14.a4 Bxa4 15.Kd3. Or
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Kc2 13.e8Q Bxe8 14.Bxe8 dlQ 15.Ba4+
ix) End of the first phase.
x) Qa7 17.Kf6(Ke6) Qa6+ 18.Ke5.

No 10365 Eduardo Iriarte (Argentina)
special hon.men. Jan van Reek-50 III

a2h1 0000.12 2/3 Win
No 1036S Eduardo Iriarte l.Kbl/i Kg2/ii 2.Kc2
Kfi/iii 3.Kd3 Kf4 4.Kxd4/iv Kf5/v 5.Kd5 KflS
6.Kd6 a5/vi 7x5 a4 8x6 a3 9x7 a2 10x8Q alQ
11 .Qh8+ wins.
i) l.Kb3? a5 2x5 a4+ 3.Kxa4 Kg2. Or l.Kb2?
a5 2x5 a4 3x6 d3 4x7 a3+. "Black gives a nasty
check in both tries." 1x5? Kg2 2x6 d3.
ii) a5 2x5 a4 3x6 a3 4x7.
iii) a5 3.Kd3 a4 4.Kxd4.
iv) Phase two begins. MThe manoeuvres are
known from Rfti (1921) and Rinck (1922)."
v) Kg5 5.Kd5 a5 6.Kc5.
vi) Kf7 7x5 Ke8 8.Kc7.
"The second part is nearly identical to Grigoriev
(1925)."

No 10366 Julien Vandiest (Belgium)
mention Jan van Reek-50 III

d7a7 0141.36 7/8 Win
No 10366 Julien Vandiest l.Ral/i hlQ 2.Rxa2+
Kb8 3.Rxa8+ Kxa8 4.Bb7+ Qxb7 5.Sc6/ii f6
7.Kd8 f5 8.gxf5 g4 9.f6 g3 10.f7 g2 H.fiSQ Qc6
12bxc6glQ !3.Kxc7+wins.

i) 1 Rcl? hlQ 2.Rxc7+, and Kb8 3.Sc6+ Bxc6+
4.bxc6 Qd5+ (for Kxc7;), but not Bb7? 3.Bxb7
Qxb7 4.Rxb7+ Ka8 5.Kx7.
ii) But not 5.Sxb7? Kxb7 6.Ke7 c5 7.bxc6+ Kxc6
8K.xf7 Kb5, with a drawn ending.

No 10367 Enrico Paoli (Italy)
mention Jan van Reek-50 III

S 0003.14 2/6 Win
No 10367 Enrico Paoli I.a4, with:
e< 2.a5 e4 3.a6 e3 4.a7 e2 5.a8Q e lQ 6 Kxf7+r

or
g5 2.a5 g4 3.a6 g3 4.a7 g2 5.a8Q glQ 6.Kxf7+

Kh7 7.Qe4+, or
f5 2.a5 f4 3.a6 G 4.a7 f2 5.a8Q flQ/i 6.Qe4 Sg3

(Qf5;Qh4+) 7 Qe5+ (6 8Qc7 (Qxe6? Kh7;) Sh5
9.Qf7 wins,
i) The second phase starts here.

No 10368 David Gurgenidze and Vehmir Kalan-
dadze (Georgia)
mention Jan van Reek-50 III

g7e8 0400.13 3/5 Win
No 10368 David Gurgenidze and Velimir Kalan-
dadze 1x7 Rc8 2.Kfi5 d3 3.Re7+ Kf8 4.Rh7 Kg8
5.Rd7 d2 6.Rd8+ Kh7 7.Rxc8 dlQ 8.Rh8+ Kxh8
9x.8Q+/i Kh7 10.Qc7+ Kh6 ll.Qh2-»- Qh5
12.Qf4+ g5 13.Qxf5 wins,
i) The beginning of the second phase.
As regards anticipations, the award draws atten-
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tion not only to A.Havasi (1913) but to the
conclusion of a game C.Elout vs. C.Hofstede de
Groot, quoted in the Dutch Tijdschrift (1907), as
well ns to EGlxx.
No 10369 Jan van Reek
van Reek JT award brochure, 1994
dedicated to D.Gurgenidze

g8a7 0.003.11 2/3 Draw
No 10369 Jan van Reek 1.Kf7/i g5 2.Ke6/ii g4
3.Kd5, with:
Sc5 4.e6/iii Sxe6 5.Ke4 Kb6 6.Ke3 Kc5 7.Kf2

Kd4 8.Kg3, or
g3 4.e6 g2 5.e7 glQ 6.e8Q Qc5+ 7.Ke6 Qe3+

8.Kd7 Qd4+ 9.Ke7/iv Qe5+ 10.Kf8 Qh8+ ll.Ke7,
draw by repetition.
i) I.e6? g5 2.Kg7 g4 3.Kf6 g3 4Ke5 g2 5.e7 glQ
wins.
ii) 2.Kf6? g4, see (i).
iii) 4.Kd4? g3 5.Ke3 Se4.
iv) 9.Kc7? Qb6+ 10.Kd7 Sc5+. Or 9.Ke6? Qe4+
10.Kd7Sc5+ ll.Kd8;Qd5+.

Tidskrift for Schack, 1994
This informal tourney was judged by Pauli
Perknnoja (Finland).
The provisional award was published in TfS ix95,
the definitive in TfS 2/96, ('ii-iii.96').
22 studies were published.
Remarks: the provisional award carried the strong
request not to reprint it pending the confirmation
period. This self-denying ordinance (voluntarily
reducing publicity for an award) is, we believe,
unique. The wholly admirable reason, of course,
is to encourage the reduction in the number of
reproductions of erroneous awards.

No 10370 M.Banaszek I.d7/i Ke7/ii 2.Bxa2
Rxh2+ 3.Kg6/iii Rg2+/iv 4.Sg4/v Rxg4+/vi 5.Kh5
Rd4/vii 6.h7/viii Rdl 7.Be6 Rhl+/ix 8.Kg6 Rgl+
9.Bg4 Rxg4+ !0.Kh5 Rgl U.d8Q+ Kxd8
12.h8Q+ wins.
i) l.Bxa2? Rxf2 2.d7 Rd2 3.Be6 Rxd7 4.Bxd7
Kg8.

ii) Rxh2+ 2.Kg6 Rg2+ 3.Sg4 Rxg4+ 4.Kf5 Ke7
5.Bxa2 Rh4 6.Kg6 Rxh6 draw.
iii) 3.Kg5? Rxf2 4.Be6 Rf8 5.Bg4 Rg8+ 6.Kh5
Rh8 7.Bf5 R « 8.Kg6 Rg8+ 9.Kh5 Rf8(Rh8)
draw.
iv) Rxf2 4.Be6 Rf8 5.Kg7 Rfl 6h7 Rgl+ 7Kh6
Rhl+ 8.Kg6 Rgl+ 9.Bg4, transposes into the
main line.
v) 4.Kh7? Rxf2 5.Be6 Rg2.
vi) Kxd7 5.KH Rxa2 (Rxg4;Be6+) 6.h7 Ra8
7.Sf6+ Kc6 8.Sg8 Ra7+ 9.Se7+.
vii) Rg2 6.Be6 Rd2 7.h7 Rh2+ 8.Kg6 Rg2+
9.Bg4, is the main line again. If Rf4 6.h7 Rf8
7.Bg8 RO 8.Be6 Rh2+ 9.Kg6 Rg2+ 10.Bg4 Rxg4
ll.Kh5.
viii) 6.Be6? Kf6, and not 6...Kxe6?
ix) Kxe6 8.Kg4 Rgl+ 9.Kh3 Rhl+ (Kxd7; Kh2)
lO.Kg2Rxh7 ll.d8Q.
No 10370 M.Banaszek (Germany)
prize Tidskrift for Schack, 1994

h5f8 0311.31 6/3 Win

No 10371 Vazha Neidze (Tbilisi)
1st honourable mention Tidskrift for Schack, 1994

flG 0324.11 5/4 Win
No 10371 Vazha Neidze I.h5 Rxh5/i 2.Bdl +
Kg3/ii 3.Bc7+ Kh4 4.Bxh5, with:
Kxh5 5.Kg2 Sg5 6.Sf6+ Kh4 7.Bg3 mate, or
gxh5 5.Kg2 Sg5 6.Bg3+ Kg4 7.Se3 mate,

i) Rd7 2.hxg6 Rxd5 3.g7 Rg5 4.Bd4 Sf4 5.Bf6
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Rg3 6Bb3 Sh5 7.Bdl+ wins. Or Sg5 2.Bdl+ Kg3
3.Bf2+ Kh2 4.hxg6.
ii) Ke4 3.Sf6+ K- 4.Sxh5 gxh5 5.Bxh5, with the
now familiar (in principle!) win of two bishops
against knight.

No 10372 David Gurgenidze (Tbilisi)
2nd h.m. Tidskrift fbr Schack, 1994

b3bl 0416.11 4/5 Win
No 10372 David Gurgenidze l.Rb2+ Kal 2Bxc7
a4+/i 3.Ka3 Sxc3 4.Be5 Sbl+ 5.Kxa4 Sc5+ 6Kb4
(Ka5? Sd3;) Sd3+ 7.Kb3, with:
Sxe5 8.Ra2 mate, or
Sxb2 8.Bxb2 mate.

i) The best move. A solver gave Scl+ 3.Kc2,
with a win. Or Sxc7 3.Rxe2. If Sc5+ 3.Kc2 Sxc3
4.Be5 wins.

No 10373 Axel Ornstein (Sweden)
=3rd/4th h.m. Tidskrift fbr Schack, 1994

d2g5 0014.22 5/4 Win
No 10373 Axel Omstein l.Bc7/i Sxf3+ 2.Ke3
Sgl 3.h4+ Kxh4/ii 4.Kf2 Sh3+ 5.Kg2 d4/iii 6.Be5
d3 7.Sd5/iv d2/v 8.Se3 dlQ 9.Sxdl Sg5 10.Bg3+
Kg4 ll.Se3 mate.
i) l.Bg3? SxO+ 2.Ke3 Sgl 3.Sh7+ Kf5 4.h4 d4+
5.Kf2 d3 draw. Or if l.Sh7+? Kh6 2.Bg3 Sf5
3.Sf6 Sxg3 4.Sxd5 Kg5 5.Ke3 Kh4 6.Sf4 Shi,
and White has no win.
ii) Kxf6 4.Kf2 Sh3+ 5.Kg2Sg5 6.Bd8+ wins.

iii) Kg5 6.Sxd5, and bS will be lost after checks.
iv) 7.Bg3+? Kg5 8.Sd5 d2.
v) Sg5 8.Bg3+ Kg4 9.Se3 mate.
"The position after 8...dlQ, is known from a
study by J.Fritz."
"The mate is as in the V.Neidze study, but the
content is less...."

No 10374 Jarl H.Ulrichsen (Norway)
=3rd/4th h.m. Tidskrift fbr Schack, 1994

a7c8 1344.10 5/4 Wm
No 10374 Jarl H.Ulrichsen l.Qc2+ Rc5 2.Qa2/i
Rc7+ 3.Ka8 Sb6+ 4.axb6 Bc6+ 5.b7+ Rxb7
(Bxb7+;Ka7) 6.Qa6 Kc7 7.Qa5+ Kc8 8.Sd4 Rb8+
9.Ka7 Ra8+ 10Kb6 Rxa5 ll.Sxc6 wins.
i) 2.Qd2? Rc7+, and if 3.Ka8 Sb6+ 4.axb6 Bc^-
5.b7 Rxb7 draw, or if 3.Ka6 Sb8+ 4.Kb6 Rc6>
5 Kb5 Rc2+. Or 2.Bc4? Rc7-»- (Rxa5+? Ba6+X
and 3.Ka6 Sc5+ 4.Kb6 Sa4+ 5.Ka6 Sc5+ draw, or
3.Ka8 Sb6+ 4.axb6 Bc6+ 5.b7+ Bxb7+ 6.Ka7
Be4+draw.
Resemblance to a study by Akerblom (4comm
Norsk Sjakkblad 1979) is noted but not evaluated
as significant.

No 10375 Velimir Kalandadze (Tbilisi)
commendation Tidskrift fbr Schack, 1994

e6h5 0072.10 5/3 Win
No 10375 Velimir Kalandadze l.Sd5 Kg6 2.Bh7+
Kxh? 3.KfiS Bh4+ 4.Sg5+ Bxg5+ 5.KH
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